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PUBLISHED IN THE INTEREST OF 
THE CHURCH’S MISSION, THE UNITY OF THE SPIRIT, AND CHRISTIAN STEWARDSHIP 


“Go ye therefore and make disciples of all nations . . . teaching them to observe all things whatsoever 1 have commanded 
you.” Matt. 28, 19-20. 


“Endeavoring to keep the unity of the Spirit”? Eph. 3, 4 “Now I beseech you, brethren, by the Name of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and that there be no divisions among you: but that ye be perfectly joined together in 
the same mind and in the same judgment.” I Cor. 1, 10 


“A bishop must be blameless, as the steward of God .. . holding fast the faithful Word as he hath been taught, that he 
may be able by sound doctrine both to exhort and to convince the gainsayers.” Tit. I, 7-9. “As every man hath received the 
gift, even so minister the same one to another, as good stewards of the manifold grace of God. If any man speak, let him speak 
as the oracles of God.” I Pet. 4, 10-11 


“We have no intention of yielding aught of the eternal, immutable truth of God for the sake of temporal peace, 
tranquility, and unity (which, moreover, is not in our powerto do). Nor would such pence and unity, since it is devised 
against the truth and for its suppression, have any permanency. Still less are we inclined to adorn and conceal a corrup- 
tion of the pure doctrine and manifest, condemned errors. But we entertain heartfelt pleasure and love for, and are on our 
part sincerely inclined and anxious to advance, that unity according to our utmost power, by which His glory remains to 
God uninjured, nothing of the divine truth of the Holy Gospel is surrendered, no room is given to the lenst error, poor 
sinners are brought to true, genuine repentance, raised up by faith, confirmed in new obedience, and thus justified and 
eternally saved alone through the sole merit of Christ.” — Concluding Statement of the Formula of Concord concerning the 
Requirements of Confessional Fellowship among Lutherans of the Augsburg Confession. rigl Cene., p. 1095. 


“It has been our purpose .... that all unlawful, doubtful, suspicious, and condemned doctrines, wherever and in_ whatever 
books they may be found, and whoever may have written them, or even now may be disposed to defend them, might be ex- 
posed, distinctly repudiated, so that every one may be faithfully warned against the errors, which are spread here and there 
in the writings of some theologians, and no one be misled in this matter by the reputation (authority) of any man” — 
Formula of Concord (Thorough Declaration), Comprehensive Summary; Trigl. Conc., P. 857. 


“These highly important matters (the business of religion) concern also the common people and laymen (as they are called), 
who, inasmuch as they are Christians, must for their salvation distinguish between pure and false doctrine.” — Formula of Con- 
cord (Thorough Declaration), Comprehensive Summary; Trigl. Conc., P. 853. 
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© A Prayer for the New Year @® Luther Says: Concerning the 


“The Lord our God be with us, as He was leah . God’s Word and Modern 
. ; : inthusiasts 

with our Waa let Him not leave us, nor “We should learn to consider the majesty 
forsake us.” I Kings 8:57. and the honor of the Word to be something 
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“As soon as we look more to our synod than to the 
invisible kingdom of God, the kingdom of grace and salva- 
tion, we begin to be a sect. For this is really the essence 
of sectarianism that one has his eye on his little fellowship 
above all, even though the kingdom of God may suffer 
harm thereby.” “That preacher is no true preacher who 
merely sceks to fanaticize his congregation for the Lutheran 
Church, or for the Missouri Synod, or, worse still, only for 
the lowa District. Such men are bad preachers. They must 
rather direct people to Christ and say: See, we preach the 
pure Word of God, in which the everlasting Gospel of 
Christ is continued; that is why you should adhere to us, 
and therefore we say, Leave us as soon as we no longer do 
this! For salvation by no means depends on us, nor also on 
the Missouri Synod. So if it no longer preaches the pure 
Word of God, ihen it is worthy of nothing but that one 
forsake it.” — Dr. C. F. W. Walther, “Concerning the Chief 
Obligations Which a Synod Has if it Rightly Wants to Bear 
the Name of an Evangelical Lutheran Synod.” Doctrinal Essay 
at the First Convention of the lowa District of the Lutheran 
Church—Missouri Synod, 1879; Proceedings, pp. 112. 114. 


great and glorious. For it is not a trifle, as 
our modern enthusiasts imagine, but one iota 
of it is greater than heaven and earth. There- 
fore in these matters we do not take love or 
Christian unity into consideration, but with- 
out hesitation we make use of our right to 
judge, that is, we invoke an imprecation upon 
and denounce all those who even in the 
slightest pervert and destroy the majesty of 
the divine Word, for a little leaven leaveneth 
the whole lump. If they will permit us to 
have the Word whole and inviolate, then we 
are prepared not only to maintain love and 
unity with them, but we will offer ourselves 
en as servants prepared to do all they 
ask.” 

—Complete Works, St. Louis Edition, Vol. 
IX:655. 


© What is Essential in Judging Doctrine 


In 1946, when the doctrine of Prayer 
Fellowship had become a burning issue 
within the Missouri Synod, the editor of 
the Lutheran Witness prepared a conference 
paper on the subject. (Prayer Fellowship by 
Theo. Graebner, C.P.H. Compare also the 
critique, Dr. Theo. Graebner’s “Prayer 
Fellowship” in the Light of Scripture and the 
Faith of Our Fathers, by Walter W. F. 
Albrecht.) The circumstances involved in the 
publication of this conference paper were, 
moreover, themselves a matter of controversy. 
In defense of the publication its author 
replied to several questions in the Lutheran 
Witness (March 12, 1946, p. 97). One of 
these questions, as presented in the LW, was: 
“Does the paper represent the opinion of the 
author or that of others — conference? 
faculty?” The (St. Louis) faculty is 
mentioned because, as is stated in the article, 
for publications by Concordia Publishing 
House faculty censorship is required. For 
this reason the article under discussion also 
appeared under the heading “Censorship.” 
This is the matter we are interested in just 
now — censorship, or the judging of doctrine, 
which in its very nature is public. This is 
what the LW editor-author had to say in 
replying to the question which has been 
adduced above: 


“What is essential is not what a con- 
ference or what a faculty does. Use your 
Lutheran freedom to judge all things by 
Scripture.” 


Yes, it is essential that all members of a 
church exercise their Christian right and 
duty (purchased for them by the blood of 
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Christ, the Church’s only Head) to judge 
doctrine, in order, as the Lutheran Church 
says in setting forth this great principle of 
Christian liberty, 

“that all unlawful, doubtful, suspicious, 
and condemned doctrines, wherever and 
in whatever books they may be found, 
and whoever may have written them, or 
even now may be disposed to defend 
them, might be exposed, distinctly re- 
pudiated, so that every one may be faith- 
fully warned against the errors, which are 
spread here and there in the writings of 
some theologians, and no one be misled 
in this matter by the reputation, authority, 
of any man.” (Formula of Concord.) 
Never has it been more essential that 

members of our church (the Missouri Synod) 
exercise their prerogative (God-given right 
and duty) to judge doctrine than today. For 
the very foundation of our faith, the founda- 
tion of the Apostles and Prophets, is being 
undermined among us. No one less than a 
professor at our main seminary, in St. Louis, 
has attacked the Bible and, together with 
others in high places, he persists in his dispo- 
sition to defend his errors. The very heart 
of these errors is that the Bible itself is not 
the revealed, errorless Word of God. 
Therefore we Say, use your God-given 
freedom, restored to the Church’s members 
in the great Reformation of the sixteenth 
century, to judge this matter in the light of 
Holy Scripture. As Luther reminded us, 
church councils can err and have often erred. 
You have been bought with a price; don’t 
become enslaved by men! (I Cor. 7:28.) 


® Dr. Scharlemann Speaks 


Our readers, or most of them, will have 
seen the SPECIAL REPORT in the Lntheran 
Witness of Dec. 26 concerning the Scharle- 
mann Case. The Report announces that 
Missouri’s Praesidium has now acknowledged 
its agreement with Prof. Scharlemann’s 
position. More specifically, such agreement is 
reported as having come to light in a meet- 
ing held on Sept. 26 and 27. (The others 
mentioned in the report as registering their 
agreement with Prof. Scharlemann — Semi- 
nary President Fuerbringer, Academic Dean 
Arthur C. Repp, and the clergy members of 
the seminary’s Board of Control——-had already 
previously made clear their agreement with 
his doctrine, which they defended from the 
beginning. Cp. e.g., LW, April 4, 1961.) 

Dr. Scharlemann himself has spoken con- 
cerning the meaning of the agreement of the 


Prasidium with his doctrinal position which 
has now been announced. Under date of Dec. 
22 (1961) he wrote a letter to a member of 
a congregation in Missouri, which we shall 
here reproduce, so that all who will still hear 
can know “right out of the horse’s mouth” 
the meaning of events as the professor insists 
on this. Comment on the letter, which 
reached us when the proofs of this issue of 
our journal already lay before us, will have 
to be reserved for a later issue. For the 
present we can make room only for the letter 
itself. It can be reported, however, that on 
Dec. 30 the Executive Staff of the Confes- 
sional Lutheran Pnblicity Bureau submitted 
a reply to the “Special Report” for publica- 
tion in the Lutheran Witness, which has given 
so much space to the defense of Prof. Scharle- 
mann’s views. 

Prof. Scharlemann’s letter is as follows: 

‘In reply to your letter of Dec. 19, 
may I say that none of my papers ever 
contained false doctrine. Hence there was 
nothing to retract. This point should be 
made abundantly clear by ‘A Report to 
ALL Members, etc.’ 

Nor does any other signatory of the 
document you refer to [the REPORT| 
hold that these essays of mine contain 
false doctrine. That’s why you read noth- 
ing about retraction in the report. 

“That they contain any kind of false 
doctrine could be believed and held only 
by such as pervert and distort even the 
simplest English. It is these that have 
shown themselves to be the division- 
mongers that Romans 16:17.18 so strong- 
ly condemns. 

“Sincerely, 

Martin Scharlemann 
Professor of NT Interpretation” 


© Dr. Hamann on the Authority of the 
Sacred Scriptures 


Modernism in its various forms (Neo- 
Modernism, “Neo-orthodoxy,” Existentialism ) 
today has concentrated its attack against the 
Christian faith on the Word of God and the 
authority of the Scriptures. While accommo- 
dating itself to our language in a most 
deceptive way, it denies what the Church has 
believed through the centuries and _ still 
believes, as it always will. The Australasian 
Theological Review, published by our 
Missourian brethren “down under” who are 
known by the name of the Evangelical Lu- 
theran Church of Australia, in its June- 
September 1960 issue presented a leading 
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article by its editor, Dr. H. Hamann, under 
the title ‘Voices on the Authority of the 
Sacred Scriptures.”’ Dr. Hamann, exposes the 
Barthian view concerning Holy Scriptures on 
the basis of one of its leading exponents, 
Peter Brunner, and gives witness over against 
this to the evangelical historic doctrine of 
Scripture. He then adds testimony from 
current articles by Drs. Herman Sasse and 
Wm. Oesch. From Dr. Hamann’s excellent 
article we have culled the following pertinent 
passages, interspersed with a few comments 
of our own. 
Dr. Hamann begins by saying: 
“Theologians may speak and write 
about the Word of God, but it would be 
rash to assume that the meaning which 
they attach to that term corresponds to 
the meaning which we are in the habit of 
connecting with it. Further probing and 
questing may reveal that the speaker has 
in mind not something that is the Word 
of God, as a fixed and definite entity, but 
something that may become the Word of 
God to some person in the ‘existential 
encounter.’ ” 


The philosophy of modern existensialism 
is worse even than the old outright rational- 
ism of a bygone day because of its extreme 
deceptiveness. It limits reality to subjective 
“experience.” Nels Ferré, himself an out- 
standing modernist of our day, has illustrated 
it by a story of three umpires in a baseball 
game — an objectivist, a subjectivist, and an 
existentialist. The objectivist says “I call 
them just as they are”; the subjectivist, “I 
call them as I see them”; the existentialist 
says: “There are no balls or strikes until I 
call them!” (A fuller discussion of existen- 
tialism’s “encounter” would lead us too far 
afield at this time.) 


Dr. Hamann rightly remarks: “True, the 
Scriptures possess validity (subjectively) 
only for him who embraces them in faith as 
the Word of God; but if he disbelieves them, 
does he reject the word of man or the Word 
of God?” Denial of the (objective) identifica- 
tion of the Bible as the Word of God is the 
heresy of Barthianism and of all existential 
theology if and when it speaks of the Bible 
as ae being the ‘Word of God” in any sense 
at all. 


Dr. Hamann next goes on to observe: 


“Or we may discover, when dealing 
with a certain person, that whenever he 
uses the phrase ‘Word of God,’ he is 
extending in an unwarranted manner the 
unique designation given by the Scripture 


a few times to the Person of Jesus Christ, 
the logos, the Word of God Incarnate.” 


Examples of what Dr. Hamann here 
speaks of can be readily supplied. The 
following example from the recent notorious 
article by the Episcopalian Bishop, James A. 
Pike, in the Christian Century (Dec. 21, 
1960) will illustrate this. We have chosen 
this example because it does even more. By 
his odd semantics, the bishop first gets rid of 
the historical Christ by identifying Him with 
the“Word”; and then he skepticizes the 
“Word” away by making it mean any “truth” 
beyond our own! The bishop’s words read: 
“The Bible seems to indicate that no one is 
saved except through Christ. Fine — assum- 
ing that we identify Christ with the Word 
(which is still good doctrine). To say that 
no one is saved through the earthly Jesus 
Christ would be impossible; that no one is 
saved except through the Word is certainly 
my belief. God meets man — through the 
Word — wherever man is grasping for un- 
familiar — and often unpopular — truth 
beyond the mores and acceptable traditions of 
his time. More than that, I believe that in 
the life to come, when people are confronted 
with more truth, they will come more fully 
to know what the Word is trying to say to 
them (a Word doubtless personified in Jesus 
Christ — but the Word).” 


Dr. Hamann goes on further to remark: 
“More recently others have raised questions 
of hermeneutics and interpretation so far- 
reaching as to jeopardize most seriously the 
position of Holy Writ as the principium cog- 
noscendi in theology.” Principium cognos- 
cendi means: the prinple of cognition. This 
refers to the Bible as the source of all that 
we believe. (Cp. Formula of Concord, Trigl., 
p. 851:3.) The final source of the Christian 
religion, the religion of grace, is in the heart 
of God, and it can be known only through His 
revealed Word, written by Apostles and 
Prophets. This is no mere human product; 
it is beyond the grasp even of the world’s 
intelligentsia as such. (I Cor. 2:8; Rom. 16: 
25f; Eph. 2:20; I John 1:1-14.) 

Dr. Hamann’s comment continues: “Many 
have spoken too long and too glibly about the 
‘need of a new hermeneutics’ and about 
‘problems of interpretation,’ when what they 
really meant was the credibility and authority 
of Scripture —its divine inspiration.” 


With this one may want to compare the 
false emphasis on interpretation in St. Louis 
today, the inarticulate enthusiasm of Pres. 
Fuerbringer concerning “our newest frontier” 
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which he says lies “in the theological ques- 
tions that have arisen since our major work 
in dogmatics was done” (Seminary News- 
letter, Fall 1960), and especially also what 
Dr. Scharlemann in his essays says about the 
acts of God being “the Word of God,” and 
his consequent “interpretation” of the Bible. 


Dr. Hamann cites Prof. Sasse with refer- 
ence to the fact that Holy Scripture is in 
no need of interpretation and that it is indeed 
not to be privately interpreted (the Scripture 
Alone —- Bare Scripture principle, II Pet. 1: 
20-21): 

“If the Lord Jesus Christ Himself, the 
Incarnate Word, could be misinterpreted, 
and if none can know Him and call Him 
Lord except by the Holy Ghost (I Cor. 
12:3), how can it cause us astonishment 
that over against all misintepretation of 
the Holy Scriptures there is no other 
witness for the truth except the witness 
of the Holy Ghost, who is the Spirit of 
truth? Neither can one say that a book 
cannot intepret itself, but requires a liv- 
ing interpreter. This Book does interpret 
itself, because it is not a dead document 
of a revelation that occurred some time 
in the past, as was the opinion of the 
youthful Schleiermacher [leading ration- 
alist theologian, 1768-1834], who could 
recognize in a sacred writing only a 
mausoleum of religion. The Book is not, 
as Anglican theologians (and others! 
Hamann — e.g., Dr. Martin H. Scharle- 
mann of Concordia Seminary in St. Louis, 
CL) tell us today, merely a record of 
revelation. No, this Book is, as the Word 
of God, ‘quick (-living) and powerful, 
and sharper than any two-edged sword, 
piercing even to the dividing asunder of 
soul and spirit, and of the joints and 
marrow, and is a discerner of the thoughts 
and intents of the heart... .’ Heb. 4:12. 
It is living, because it is theopneustos 
II Tim. 3:16, inspired by the Holy Ghost.” 


We still want to cite, in conclusion, a 
quotation from Dr. Oesch in Prof. Hamann’s 
article, in which the divine-human character 
of the Bible (in the true sense of these 
ete is compared with the Incarnation of 

rist: 


“Without suffering loss, the divine 
makes use of the human, of human 
persons and human speech, which remain 
what they are and for that very reason 
speak to us as to men. Against (Deistic 
or Nestorian) objections we maintain: If 
it pleased God to become man, without 


surrendering His nature, without ceasing 
to be God, and to redeem us as a Person, 
the Second Person of the Holy Trinity: 
why should it not have pleased Him to 
put His word into the mouth of men 
without its ceasing to be wholly His divine 
Word, which He fully guarantees; and in 
such a manner that they who speak it in 
His service and by His Spirit do not cease 
to be true men? If God tells us this — 
as He does — we believe it together with 
believing in Christ.” 


Men (that is, some men) do not accept 
the miracle of Inspiration, which God Him- 
self teaches in the Bible and which can only 
be apprehended by faith, for the same 
reason for which they reject other miracles 
which Scripture teaches (e.g. Christ’s Incarna- 
tion), namely, because they don’t take their 
REASON captive under faith. 


© The Nub of the Matter 


(Edit. Note: Under the above heading, the 
following article by C. M. Gullerud appeared 
in the June issue of the Jowrnal of Theology, 
official theological publication of the Church 
of the Lutheran Confession, Prof. E. Reim, 
editor. — CL.) 

“It is not an exaggeration to say that 
hundreds of pages have been written and 
that the mail service has been busy in 
delivering correspondence regarding the so- 
called ‘Scharlemann case.’ It would seem to 
require a sabbatical leave for one to plough 
through the volume of material that has 
accumulated in this whole matter. However, 
the controversy is not as involved and 
complex as much of the ‘learned’ writings on 
this subject has made it appear to be. At the 
risk of being accused of over-simplication, 
we propose, in a very brief way, to get at 
the nub of the matter. Since the Lutheran 
Witness has brought this entire case into 
the public view, there should be no fear of 
becoming involved in extensive arguments 
regarding protocol and red tape which often 
makes procedure so intricate that men easily 
become exhausted in the process. 

“To get to the nub of the matter it will be 
necessary to say that the following proposi- 
tions are not properly involved in the present 
controversy: 1. That Jesus is the center of the 
Bible. 2. That the Holy Ghost caused the 
writers of Holy Scripture, on occasion, to 
make use of oral reports and documents at 
hand. 3. That there have been copyists’ 
errors (which have, however, in no case 
affected the doctrine.) 4. That there is no 
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such thing as a special language of the Holy 
Ghost nor is there a process whereby the Holy 
Ghost reduced the writers to robot-like steno- 
graphers, but the Holy Ghost made use of the 
style and, on occasion, the information that 
the writers had. 5. That truth is transmitted 
also in symbolic language. 6. That the mighty 
acts of God show His power and His grace 
in reference to the lives of men. — These 
points we freely admit. 


“Having cleared away these matters, 
which have sometimes served to divert atten- 
tion from the main issue, we are ready to 
get to the nub of the matter. In a Lutheran 
Witness interview Dr. Scharlemann said re- 
garding the writers of Holy Scripture: ‘He 
used them where they were. He spoke 
through them in terms of the knowledge of 
their particular time.” (Lutheran Witness, 
April 4, 1961, p. 159.) On the surface this 
seems quite harmless, but from the back- 
ground of what the Doctor has written in 
connection with the whole question of the 
INERRANCY of Scripture, we draw the con- 
clusion that he here implies that the writers 
on occasion used terms, particularly~ in 
matters of history and science, which modern 
research has found to be false. Particularly 
the Doctor is not ready to accept individual 
terms of the creation story as being factually 
correct. He shies away from what he calls a 
‘literalistic’ approach to the accounts of 
creation and the fall. It is rather looked upon 
as an epic which, for instance, cannot be 
used to prove that God created the heaven 
and the earth and the hosts of them in six 
calendar days. In this matter the writer 
would be represented as presenting material 
‘in terms of the knowledge of his particular 
time’ (which was limited and even erroneous). 
In Dr. Scharlemann’s view the inerrancy of 
Holy Scripture does not extend to such an 
item. However, we unhesitatingly say that 
to deny inerrancy to any item in Genesis One 
is to deny the INERRANCY OF HOLY SCRIP- 
TURE and, all protestations to the contrary 
notwithstanding, it is a denial of the VERBAL 
INSPIRATION of the Bible. We can well 
understand why Dr. Scharlemann will not 
accept the sentence in the first paragraph of 
the Brief Statement, which reads: ‘Since the 
Holy Scriptures are the Word of God, it 
goes without saying that they contain no 
errors or contradictions, but that they are in 
all their parts and words the infallible truth, 
also in those parts which treat of historic, 
geographic, and other secular matters, John 
10:35.’ For our part we are satisfied to rest 


our case with I Cor. 2:13; II Tim. 3:16; and 
II Pet. 1:21. 

“The Lutheran Witness’ Special Report on 
this whole matter shows that Dr. Scharle- 
mann’s position on the INERRANCY OF 
SCRIPTURE is considered to be non-divisive 
of Church-fellowship and no hindrance to his 
continuing as professor at Concordia Sem- 
inary at St. Louis. In fact he is in a very 
cautious way being exonerated of any charge 
of false doctrine. 

“In evaluating this whole sad story, it can 
well be cited as a result of a breakdown of 
doctrinal discipline which first came to public 
attention in the dealings with the signers of 
the ‘Chicago Statement’ of 1945. Regarding 
the present breakdown in the doctrine of 
VERBAL INSPIRATION and INERRANCY of 
the Scriptures we see the footprints of the 
Pittsburgh Agreement which was the A.L.C.’s 
capitulation to the U.L.C. liberalistic view of 
Holy Scripture. Those who hailed the Syn- 
odical Conference article on ‘Holy Scripture’ 
as a victory can well back up and take a fresh 
look. Did it accomplish what the authors 
had expected?” 


© The Limit of Conceit and 
Arrogance: Placing Man over God 


The Christian, though he be a mere lay- 
man, must be bold enough to challenge not 
only the philosopher but also the erring 
theologian. Here is a fine Christian manifesto 
issued by Der Deutsche Ev.-Luth. Schulverein 
(150 members): “We maintain the miracle 
of Inspiration and believe that the Bible is, 
word for word, God’s Word... . Over against 
the testimony of Christ and His Apostles the 
wisdom of the most learned professors and 
D.D.’s is, for us, nothing but wind. You may 
look down on us as unlearned laymen. We 
shall hold our position in spite of that.” 
(Lehre und Wehre, 55, p. 234.) 

When the experts discuss scientific 
matters, we keep our mouths shut. And we 
are aware that some of these men, many of 
them, know more Greek and Aramaic than 
we do. And more than our high-school boy. 
But we tell this boy that, when his teacher 
begins to charge the Bible with historical 
and scientific errors, he should open his 
mouth to protest. He need not be abashed 
and apologetic. He should say: In this matter 
“J have more understanding than all my 
teachers,” Ps. 119:99. 

The Christian should find it impossible to 
listen to these criticisms and corrections of 
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Scripture because, in the second place, they 
spring from carnal pride. Pride, arrogance, 
conceit, is a wicked thing at all times, under 
any form. ... But when they (modern theo- 
logians) assume the right to criticize and 
correct Scripture, they have reached the limit 
of conceit and arrogance. .. . Assuming the 
right to correct Scripture, that, says Walther, 
‘places man over Scripture.’ And that really 
means, it places man over God. 

(Theo. Engelder, Scripture Cannot Be 
Broken, pp. 59 and 48. Published in the 
name of the Missouri Synod by Concordia 
Publishing House in 1944, and previous to 
that in the name of the faculty of Concordia 
Seminary, St. Louis, in the Concordia Theo- 
logical Monthly in 1941.) 


© Dr. Hamann Addresses Himself to 
the Missourian Situation 


The Australasian Theological Review, the 
September issue of which recently came to 
hand, continues to offer the solid kind of fare 
that we have become accustomed to look for 
in that publication. It contains a very timely 
article on Walther’s Teaching on the Church. 
A four and one-half page review of Pelikan’s 
Luther the Expositor demonstrates that 
‘Luther fares badly at the hands of his 
champion,” and, driven to exasperation and 
the verge of despair by the scholarly trifling 
on this subject that is to be found in the 
work under review, the reviewer declares: 
“Tf people do not believe that the Scriptures 
are the Word of God, let them say so and 
have done with it!” The reviewer, Dr. H. 
Hamann, wonders (as do we) why such a 
book should be included in an edition of 
Luther’s Works. 

In an article on Wisconsin and Missouri, 
Dr. Hamann expresses his disappointment 
over severance of fellowship relations with 
the latter by the former. In summary, he 
says: “Wisconsin would have had a far 
stronger case had it based its action on 
inadequate and unsatisfactory proceedings 
against error publicly proclaimed by members 
|of the Missouri Synod] ‘in good standing,’ 
or on the continued appearance in the lists 
of Missouri’s ministers of men who are 
notoriously and utterly out of harmony 
with Missouri’s avowed teaching, or on other 
manifestations of liberalism in doctrine and 
practice.” Earlier in the same article it is 
lamented that “official measures against 
offending individuals have been disappoint- 
ingly slow and uncertain.” On the other 
hand, the following is said concerning the 


free conference which was held in Milwaukee 
on May 15-16: “The so-called State of the 
Church Conference held in May was a most 
convincing demonstration of the determina- 
tion on the part of many Missourian pastors 
and laymen to adhere to the doctrinal posi- 
tion and the ecclesiastical practice of their 
church, and at the same time a presage of 
what might be expected when the Missouri 
Synod meets in triennial convention next 
year.” Concerning “The Theology of Fellow- 
ship” Dr. Hamann in this same article, voices 
the following conviction: ‘“‘When the Missouri- 
an attempt at a Theology of Fellowship 
appeared (that is, the statement prepared by 
the seminary faculties and adopted by the 
Doctrinal Unity Committee), the present 
writer, who has never claimed omniscience, 
felt convinced from the moment of reading 
that document that it would never he 
accepted or adopted by the Missouri Synod in 
convention.” 

Another article is devoted to Dr. Scharle- 
mann and the Australian “Theses of Agree- 
ment” — behind which the St. Louis pro- 
fessor has sought shelter for the critical doc- 
trinal abberrations contained in various 
essays written by him. Here Dr. Hamann 
declares: 

If Dr. Scharlemann accepts these 
Theses on Scripture and Inspiration, and 
understands the term ‘inerrancy’ as we 
understand it, we shall rejoice and be 
glad. But he will have to leave behind, in 
that case, his essay, The Bible as Record, 
Witness and Medium (and others), his 
distinction between truth and fact, his 
theology of Word-deed. For there are in 
the ‘Theses of Agreement’ no gates and 
no sally-ports through which such teach- 
ings could enter and find shelter. 

Still another article appears under the 
heading “Theological Essays.” Dr. Samuel 
Johnson’s (in many instances notedly amus- 
ing) definitions are made a starting point. An 
essay is “a loose sally of the mind,” ‘an 
irregular, undigested piece.” Dr. Hamann 
then goes on to say: 

Very prominent among the ominous 
occurrences that have of late created con- 
fusion and unrest within the Missouri 
Synod there was the publishing, in one 
form or the other, of certain theological 
statements and treatises that were to be 
regarded as ‘essays’ in the specific John- 
sonian sense; that is, mere attempts or 
trials, or as tentative efforts laying no 
claim to authority and finality. An essay 
widely circulated and read before large 
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gatherings of pastors is designated as 
‘merely exploratory’ (The Bible as Record, 
Witness and Medium). 


Let us here interrupt to call attention to 
the fact that Dr. Scharlemann has at the 
same time declared in his Author’s Note to 
that essay: “It is the author’s conviction that 
the paper herewith released presents the 
Biblical point of view.” He has strenuously 
contended for such a position and has con- 
tinued to defend it as such. (Dr. Hamann 
speaks of such matters later on.) 

Dr. Hamann goes on to say: 


At a critical hour in the history of the 
Synodical Conference there appeared the 
Theology of Fellowship, portions of which, 
at least, contain or Involve as complete 
a reversal of Missouri’s historical teaching 
and practice as one can imagine. . 


In the same frame of reference (‘an 
irregular, undigested piece”) Dr. Hamann 
discusses The Form and Function of the Holy 
Scriptures and Dr. G. Thiele’s essay on The 
Resurrection of the Body and the Immortality 
of the Soul. Concerning all such “irregular, 
undigested” pieces, the Australian theologian 
reminds us: 


The Holy Spirit, who speaks in and 
through the Scriptures, is not a skeptic, 
as Luther wrote; He is, so to speak, the 
sworn enemy of doctrinal experimenta- 
tion and uncertainty. ‘If any man speak, 
let him speak as the oracles of God,’ 
I Pet. 4:11. [We call attention to the 
fact as we have done so often, that this 
belongs to the Scriptural doctrine of 
Christian Stewardship; that it is indeed, 
according to the specific context, the first 
thing in such stewardship — which is but 
a figurative expression for the whole of 
sanctification in the narrow sense of the 
word!] We are not to be ‘carried about 
with divers and strange doctrines,’ Heb. 
13:9; we are not be ‘tossed to and fro, 
and carried about with every wind of 
doctrine, Eph. 4:14. The presentation 
of doctrine on which he is doubtful, or 
regarding which he wishes to introduce 
some innovation, is neither the duty nor 
the privilege of the Christian theologian. 
[Emphasis supplied by us—CL.] ... The 
confessional Lutheran Church binds its 
theologians and members to the Scrip- 
tures and to the exposition of the Scrip- 
tures contained in the Confessions. 
Ministers and teachers of such a church 
simply have no business to promulgate 
theories and teachings that violate the 


public doctrine of their church, even 
though it be with the best intention in 
the world and under shelter of the plea 
that they wish to further scholarly inves- 
tigations and the critical pursuit of 
knowledge. And, of course, should a 
theologian — or anyone, for that matter 
— find himself utterly out of harmony 
with the public doctrine of his church, 
it should not be necessary for others to 
tell him what is his proper course of 
action. Patet exitus. |The exit is open.] 
This is not tyranny — no one is compelled 
to enter a confessional church, or to re- 
main in it. But a member of a confes- 
sional church must abide by its confession. 
This is a mere truism, and as simple as 
the ABC. (Emphasis added.) 


We feel that we can hardly pass over the 
following paragraph in Dr. Hamann.s dis- 
sertation on Missouri’s troubles: 


Another fact deserves attention at this 
stage. By this time it should be clear 
to any thinking man that most of the theo- 
logical crotchets that have of late been 
plagueing the Missouri Synod (and other 
Lutheran churches) have been taken over, 
holus-bolus [altogether, as when someone 
gulps something down—CL], from some 
rationalistic or even unbelieving theo- 
logical scholar who is regarded as a great 
luminary in his particular branch. And 
hence we are occasionally treated to the 
spectacle of seeing Lutheran theologians 
eagerly occupying some position which the 
men whom they strive to emulate have 
abandoned in their unceasing quest for 
‘new horizons’ and ‘new frontiers’ in 
theology — a spectacle that would be 
ludicrous were it not so tragic. [In other 
words, what we are made to witness is 
neither original nor new; on the contrary, 
it is merely copied, already obsolescent 
or obsolete in the quarters in which it 
originated. — Emphasis has been added 
by us.—CL. | 


One or two things more, and we will have 
done with Dr. Hamann’s article. He cautions 
us: 


Let there be no mistake about it: how- 
ever ‘tentative’ or ‘exploratory’ the views 
advanced are declared to be, they are 
retained none the less tenaciously for all 
that. A man does not easily surrender 
opinions that he has elaborated with much 
pains and great toil in his study, and has 
perhaps defended strenuously in the 
course of debates in pastoral conferences. 
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He may hem and haw and hedge; but to 
get him to say the one word Revoco! |I 
revoke it; I take it back!| is practically 
impossible. Now all this is a matter of 
the most elementary psychology. It is also, 
from all that one reads and hears, pre- 
cisely what is going on in the Missouri 

Synod today. [Emphasis added—CL.] 

Enlarging on the subject of the faculty 
as a whole, one of whose members is engaged 
in the kind of thing which has been under 
discussion, Dr. Hamann states: 

If a theological professor is involved, 
and the other members of his faculty wrap 
themselves in silence, there is a growing 
doubt whether the faculty can still speak 
with a united voice, whether it has not 
yielded to the demand for a Gleichberech- 
tigung der Richtungen [equal rights for 
various tendencies], whether it can still be 
looked upon as an orthodox Lutheran 
faculty.” 

In concluding, the Australian theologian 
says: 

The one thing for which one devoutly 
thanks Heaven is, to be sure, the very 
patent fact that there is in the Missouri 
Synod a very strong reaction against what 
amounts to calling into question, even 
tentatively, the public doctrine of the 
church. The Evaluation [of the Free Con- 
ference] which we have quoted repeatedly 
states (p. 7): ‘At almost every district 
convention, members of the Praesidium 
are being importuned for more clarifica- 
tion of Dr. Scharlemann’s entire theo- 
logical position... .’ 

The Crisis Convention in Cleveland in 
June will have to deal with the Scharlemann 
Case and related matters in a manner in 
which they have alas! not been dealt with 
during all of the four years since they 
have come to light —- in a manner in which 
district conventions have as a matter of fact 
been officially dissuaded from dealing with 
them. 

A good motto for the Crisis Convention 
would be: “Let there be light!” 


@® “New Approach” to Fellowship 
Within Missouri Credited to 1945 
Statementarianism 


In a report on Developments within the 
Synodical Conference in the Sept. ’61 issue 
of the Lutheran World, published by the Lu- 
theran World Federation, Dr. Robert C. 


Schultz of Valparaiso has credited to the 1945 
Statement of the “44” a “new approach” to 
the doctrine and practice of church fellow- 
ship within the Missouri Synod. The report, 
which makes the document of the Statement- 
arians a most important basis of its discussion, 
again demonstrates the inanity of the Agree- 
ment of Missouri’s Praesidium with the “44” 
which was reported to Missouri clergy in a 
letter of its President dated Jan. 18, 1947, 
and which left the issues involved an open 
question. The President’s letter declared that 
the Agreement which has been dubbed the 
“Missouri Compromise,” provided that A 
Statement and its Accompanying Letter “be 
withdrawn as a basis of discussion [our 
emphasis] so that the issues involved may 
be studied objectively on the basis of theses 
prepared under the auspices of the President 
of Synod” and that “the withdrawal of a 
Statement as a basis of discussion shall not 
be interpreted as a retraction four emphasis]; 
nor shall it mean that the issues involved 
shall now be glossed over or ignored. They 
shall become the topics of special study... .” 
Preparation and consideration of the topics 
promised by the President never came to full 
fruition, and issues remained unresolved. 


The Schultz report states that during the 
past twenty-five years members of “the Syn- 
odical Conference” (Missouri Synod, ete.) 
have been engaged in “an intensive reex- 
amination” of their doctrine of the church 
and of their application of this doctrine to 
practical questions of church fellowship. 
Recent developments within the Synodical 
Conference, it states, ‘indicate that these dis- 
cussions have reached the critical stage.” 
What is really at stake is THE DEFINITION 
OF THE CHURCH, it is stated, and the deter- 
mination of the “minimal requirements” for 
church fellowship. It is added that “Thirty 
Mee ago this question could not have been 
raised.” 


The last statement is quite true. For there 
was then still unhesitating evangelical disci- 
pline within the Missouri Synod, and the posi- 
tion of genuine Lutheranism with respect to 
the issues under discussion (which are no 
mere “questions”!) was solemnly documented 
already in Reformation days. “For, thank 
God a child seven years old knows what the 
Church is, namely, the holy believers and 
lambs who hear the voice of the Shepherd,” 
Luther declares in the Smalcald Articles 
(Pt. II, Art. XII; emphasis added.) And as for 
the requirements of church fellowship, the 
Formula of Concord, after setting forth its 
doctrine of Church Rites (‘which are com- 
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monly called adiaphora, or matters of indif- 
ference,” but which are shown not always 
necessarily to be such) declares that: 
“According to this doctrine the churches will 
not condemn one another because of dis- 
similarity of ceremonies when, in Christian 
liberty, one has less or more of them, pro- 
vided they are otherwise agreed with one 
another in the doctrine and ALL its articles, 
also in the right use of the holy Sacraments.” 
(Art. X; emphasis added.) And now, what is 
this talk again about a “question” being 
raised, about the definition of the church and 
the determination of the “minimal require- 
ments for church fellowship being ‘at stake’’? 


The Schultz report recalls the Brux Case 
— the case of one of its then younger mission- 
aries to India who was disciplined “for hav- 
ing entered into prayer fellowship with 
missionaries not in fellowship with the Syn- 
odical Conference” (not even Lutheran! — 
CL). The Schultz report also neglects to 
recall that, while under discipline, Dr. Brux, 
who had published the false views for which 
he was contending, left the Missouri Synod 
and the Synodical Conference and joined a 
fellowship in which he found an atmosphere 
more congenial to the unionism for which he 
stood. The disposition of this case, the 
Schultz report (which is an excellent example 
of slanted reporting), goes on to say required 
(?) a full-seale “reexamination” of Missouri’s 
position on fellowship (— required by whom? 
CL). As a result an increasingly large num- 
ber of Missouri pastors joined in prayer with 
other Lutherans, particularly [note the plain 
implication: not only] at meetings held to 
discuss doctrine and the possibility of church 
union. This new approach was “outlined” in 
the Statement of 1945 [the Statement of the 

44”] —- a protest against “commonly 
accepted” separatistic practice (sic). This 
public call to the Missouri Synod to “return” 
to the more evangelical approach (sic) 
practiced by the Synodical founders (?) re- 
ceived widespread support. 

We (CL) may add that when the “44” 
met with the greatest difficulty because of 
protests throughout the length and breadth 
of Synod against their pseudo-evangelicalism 
(unionism), they made a great point of 
“distinguishing” between prayer fellowship 
and joint prayer. Today that distinction is 
quite forgotten and their practice is freely 
admitted to be prayer fellowship based on the 
(thoroughly un-Lutheran) contention that 
all who profess themselves to be Christians 
are “the body of Christ.” 


It was sometime after the “Agreement” 
of Missouri’s Praesidium with the “44” that 
the former president of the Northern Illinois 
District (Dr. E. T. Lams) wrote “The Man 
Who Failed to Hold the Dike” (CL Dec. 1949, 
pp. 148-150), a reading of which we again 
recommend today. Numerous members of the 
Missouri Synod, pastors and congregations or 
parts of them, have during these years been 
swept out of the Missouri Synod by the flood- 
waters of the pseudo-“‘evangelicalism” by 
which it has been permitted to be more and 
more engulfed. Its principles are today also 
being applied in the Scharlemann Case, the 
subjective errors of which (denial of the 
full authority of Scripture as such through 
re-definition of such terms as “the Word of 
God,” “truth” and truthfulness,” “inspira- 
tion,” and outright denunciation of Scriptural 
Inerrancy in the accepted meaning of that 
historic term) remain officially unrepudiated 
after almost four years! (While this article 
was in print, Missouri’s Praesidium gave Dr. 
Scharlemann a bill of clean health.) 

In 1950, the Schultz report declares. the 
Common Confession Part I, “superseded” the 
Brief Statement as the (Missouri) Synod’s 
basic statement” of doctrine in conversations 
with the American Lutheran Church. 


Dr. Schultz finally discusses the “now 
famous” Resolution 9 of Missouri’s 1959 Con- 
vention in San Francisco, which requires that 
every doctrinal statement of a confessional 
nature adopted by Synod as a true exposition 
of the Holy Scriptures is to be regarded: as 
public doctrine (publica doctrina) in Synod 
and that pastors, teachers, and professors are 
held to teach and act in harmony with such 
statements. Such a “development” in the 
Missouri Synod, the Schultz report declares, 
has pointed in the direction of the fact that 
both ‘church’ and ‘Lutheran confession’ have 
been “redefined.” This discussion ends on 
the note that the English District of the 
Missouri Synod has expressed its opinion that 
Resolution 9 is ‘fan unconstitutional revision 
of the confessional position of Synod and is 
requesting the 1962 convention |the Conven- 
tion to be held in Cleveland, Ohio, next June] 
to rescind the resolution completely.” 


It is easy to see in what direction the 
Schultz report points. Discussions of the last 
twenty-five years revolving about “an inten- 
sive reexamination” of the doctrine of the 
church and application of this doctrine to 
practical “questions” of church fellowship 
“have reached the critical stage.” THE 
CLEVELAND CONVENTION WILL BE MIS- 
SOURIS CONVENTION OF CRISIS! 
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® Letter to a Congregation 
By Its Committee on Synodical 
Matters 


Dear Fellow-Member, 


The reason for including this communica- 
tion with your Christmas letter is the fact 
that in the next Lutheran Witness (dated 
Dec. 26, 1961) you will receive A REPORT 
TO ALL MEMBERS OF THE SYNOD BY 
THE PRASIDIUM AND CONCORDIA SEMI- 
NARY, ST. LOUIS. You will be shocked by 
this REPORT, especially if you have some 
knowledge of what is all behind it, as should 
be the case. A separate copy of the REPORT 
has already been received by pastors and 
parochial school teachers in our synod. The 
REPORT will be discussed and acted on in 
the Voters Assembly of our congregation. 
But since it is addressed to “ALL MEMBERS 
OF THE SYNOD” and since it is being sent 
into the homes of all of our members through 
the Lutheran Witness, we feel compelled to 
say a few words about it at this time. 


Since 1958, Prof. Martin H. Scharlemann 
at our St. Louis seminary has been insisting 
that the Bible does not claim to be the 
revealed Word of God. He says that it can be 
called “the Word of God” only in the sense 
that it brings us into contact with the great 
redemptive ACTS of God. These ACTS, he 
says, are really the “word of God.” 


Dr. Scharlemann insists on speaking of 
Biblical “truth” in a similarly limited way. 
He insists that this word (‘truth’) refers 
only to God’s dependability in keeping His 
promises and in carrying out His will — as 
though many things in the Bible are not fact. 
Indeed, he has said that we need to remember 
that it is modern “heresy” to identify truth 
with fact. He insists that many things which 
are presented in the Bible as though they 
were fact are not fact, because they were 
written by men who were children of their 
time and who spoke in terms of their day. 
He has written various essays in which he 
has given examples of what he calls “beefed- 
up accounts” and of contradiction, etc., which 
he says the Bible contains. In fact, the pro- 
fessor began a faculty paper with the 
sentence: “In this paper I propose to defend 
the paradox that the Book of God’s Truth 
contains errors.” (You can read this in the 
Special Report in the Lutheran Witness of 
April 4, 1961, p. 14, second-last paragraph. ) 
Now he is using the word “discrepancies” 
for the same thing. (You will see this in his 
answer to Q. 9 in the REPORT TO ALL MEM- 


BERS OF SYNOD in the Dec. 26 Lutheran 
Witness.) Surely, we are not going to let our- 
selves be fooled by such things —— not when 
the authority of the Bible — God’s Word — 
is at stake. 

As you will see by the Conclusion of the 
REPORT we are discussing, the President of 
Synod along with his four vice-presidents and 
the clergy members of the St. Louis seminary 
Board of Control (not its lay members) has 
now given Dr. Scharlemann a clean bill of 
health. 

When other churches have gotten into 
trouble like this, the trouble has invariably 
been on top — among the higher officials of 
a church and at its seminaries. You can see 
that our synod is no exception to this rule. 
Vigorous action will have to be taken against 
this REPORT at the convention of the 
Missouri Synod which will be held in Cleve- 
land next June. Our congregation, too, will 
have to record its stand on it. This is why 
we are writing you at lest these few lines 
about it at this time. While this matter will 
be taken up in our Voters’ Assembly, we 
are ready to speak about it to our members 
individually and to groups within our con- 
gregation at any convenient time. 

Pray, speak up, work, that the full truth 
of God’s Word may prevail in our Synod! 

The Committee on Synodical Matters 

P.S.: Some other professors at our semi- 
nary have attacked other Christian truths, 
even the resurrection of the flesh and the 
immortality of the soul! 


@ Giving Ground in Matters of 
Principle 


“He who constantly gives ground in 
matters of principle will find that he no 
ground left to stand on.” — Selected. 


® How to Destroy a Church: 
In Three Easy Lessons 


1. Remain silent when doctrinally subver- 
sive views begin to assert themselves 
— notably through espousal at your 
church’s seminary. 
Weakly acquiesce when such error is 
cloaked and defended by various ex- 
pedients, and its advocates sheltered 
and defended as champions of the 
truth. 
3. Readily submit when votes of confi- 
dence in official procedure are solicited 


tw 
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as a substitute for discussion of the 
real issues so as to block and thwart 
removal of offense by truly evangelical 
discipline —- doctrinal discipline which 
begins with distinct repudiation of 
error and which does not rest until 
the truth has been restored to its 
proper, sole, and rightful place. 

The history of various denominations has 
in our own time repeatedly demonstrated the 
effectiveness of the above simple formula 
toward destroying churches. Some congrega- 
tions and individuals who talk out too loud 
or too long may of course have to be sacrificed 
to it. But it is bound to work. Tried again 
and again, it has always proved itself. 

This method of destruction is operative 
within the Missouri Synod today. Congrega- 
tions and pastors have already been sacri- 
ficed to it. Refuse to go along with it, and 
you may have to ask yourself, When will 
my turn come? But a child of God does not 
readily balk at sacrifice when the issue is to 
retain or not to retain the TRUTH. No price 
is too high for that priceless treasure. 

The destruction that is going on in 
Missouri can still be stopped if you will but 
talk out against the demand for a false 
quietism and stand up and be counted. It 
must be stopped at the Cleveland Conven- 
tion — The Crisis Convention in the eventful 
history of our church! 


@® Official Violation of Synodical 
Procedure in Northern Illinois 


The Lutheran Witness (Nov. 28) con- 
tained an official notice by the Praesidium of 
the Northern Illinois District stating that 
Trinity Lutheran Congregation of Crete, IIl.,, 
has excluded itself from membership in the 
Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod. The 
Northern Illinois District’s Praesidium has 
acted wholly contrary to procedure clearly 
laid down in Missourt’s Handbook (By-Laws 
to the Constitution 5.21-5.31), where well 
defined rights are guaranteed congregations 
that are members of Synod and corresponding 
obligations are placed upon officials. It can 
be added that the congregation in Crete is 
not the only one in whose case there has 
been such transgression against constitutional 
procedure by a district’s praesidium. 

What should be done in such a case? Not 
only has the congregation in Crete asked the 
Praesidium to make the necessary correction 
in its procedure. We are well informed that 
others are refusing to recognize the Praesi- 


dium’s action and are so notifying it as well 
as the Crete congregation. This is but as it 
should be. Also Pres. Behnken has been so 
notified. 

Let us see that there is prompt and proper 
procedure against error — such as we have 
been asking for for years! And let every one 
of us see to it that there is prompt and 
proper and effective protest against any and 
all precipitate, unrightful, and improper 
procedure against those who are in these 
hectic days in the life of our church standing 
up for what is right and true and who in 
doing so are necessarily rejecting and oppos- 
ing divisive error! 

Nothing less than this can be expected 
from any or all of us. None of us can afford 
to stand idly by when truth and right are 
being crucified — least of all when this is 
done officially in the name of our church! 
Let us call a halt to such machinations NOW! 


@ Missouri’s Board for Home Missions 
and the NCC Again 


In the December issue of our Journal we 
called attention to the announcement in the 
Lutheran Witness (Nov. 14) of discontinu- 
ance of voting membership in the Division 
of Home Missions of the National Council of 
Churches of Christ by the Missouri Synod’s 
Board for Home Missions in North and South 
America — the existence of which had been 
strenuously denied. 


The same report in the Lutheran Witness 
announces that Missouri’s Mission Board is 
now studying new procedures by which it may 
continue to employ the information, contacts, 
and services provided through the NCC 
Division of Home Missions. 

Why? 

Mr. Glenn A. Koch of Springfield, Ill., a 
member of the Missouri Synod, directed to 
the office of the President of the United 
States the following letter: 


At a convention of our church on the 
disrict level this past August we were told 
by one of the vice-presidents |actually a 
former vice-president, of the Missouri 
Synod, officially representing President 
Behnken at this district convention, the 
convention of the Iowa District East which 
Mr. Koch attended as a vicar — CL] that 
the only way our church can receive vital 
statistics from the government as_ to 
population trends, industrial development 
and all of the various variations of these 
items which are of interest to our mission 
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boards is to belong to the National Council 
of Churches of the U.S.A. 


If this is true, then we have lost a 
degree of our religious freedom in that 
we must join a group of whose practices 
our church as a group has never approved 
in order to receive information which is 
being given them by our government. 


If such a condition exists, it should 
be corrected. If it does not exist I 
should like to know so that the vice- 
president [the former vice-president of 
our church referred to above — CL] can 
be corrected. Your prompt answer will be 
very much appreciated. 


In reply to the above letter, the follow- 


ing reply, under date Nov. 1, 1961, was 
received from the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare of the United States: 


The office of the President of the 
United States sent us your letter of Octo- 
ber 5 for reply. 


We are glad to tell you that statistical 
information released for public distribu- 
tion by this office or any other Federal 
office is available to all persons or organi- 
zations upon request. So far as we know, 
there is no policy that states that such 
information cannot be obtained directly 
from the Government or that you must be 
a member of a specific organization to 
obtain such. 


You may be interested in the enclosed 
“Summary of Health and Vital Statistics 
of the United States.” Further, so that 
you may select reports of interest, we are 
also enclosing a copy of our current list 
' of publications. Similar listings are avail- 
able from other Federal offices in whose 
statistics you are interested. 


If we can be of any further assistance to 
you, please do not hesitate to let us know. 
Sincerely yours, 


Myrtle E. Burgdorf 
Administration Officer, 
Office of the Chief 
National Vital Statistics Division 
National Center for Health Statistics 


Again we ask, WHY is the Missouri 


® The Bible at Valpo 


In the Nexus, published four times a year 
by Pi Delta Chi at Valparaiso University 
(Prof. Arne Kristo, Faculty Advisor), there 
appeared an article by Prof. Edward H. 
Schroeder, November 1961, pp. 4-7, under 
the heading ‘Lord, Teach Us to Pray.” The 
article deals more particularly with the 
Psalter. In this article we read (emphasis 
supplied by us): 

The Psalter is the one book of the 
Scriptures which makes no bones about 
being the words of men. While other 
Biblical literature is God’s Word to men, 
the Psalter constitutes men’s words back 
to God. Whereas the other Biblical litera- 
ture is intent on revealing to man how 
God feels about man, the Psalter expresses 
to God how man feels about God... .” 
Later, 


The Psalter is also the Word of God 
in a way that, many other Bibilcal books 
are not, at least not quite. For the Psalter 
becomes the Word of God in that God 
accepts these prayers and takes them to 
Himself, takes them to His heart and 
thereby, they become God’s property. But 
then God turns around and gives them 
back to us. Through His mysterious work- 
ings God saw to it that the Psalter got 
into the Old Testament. No one has ever 
yet discovered even shreds of important 
evidence to indicate how this important 
development actually happened. What 
“chances” (read: “grace of God’) in 
history were responsible for the preserva- 
tion of individual prayers, and the scrolls 
of collected prayers, and the “good 
memory ” of some Israelite? What ‘“syn- 
odical committee” finally decided to in- 
clude this alien (sic) collection of words 
of men in a canon otherwise devoted ex- 
clusively to the Word of God? 


Not only has God seen to it that the 
Psalter got into the Old Testament, but 
that the Old Testament got into the 
collected Christian scriptures (no small 
miracle in itself), and finally that the 
scriptures of the Old and New Testament 
finally got down to us who live in these 
last days. St. Paul seems to have this 
“gracious transmission” of the Old Testa- 


Synod’s Board for Missions in North and 
South America determined to continue to 
employ contacts provided through the NCC? 

This is one of the many vital issues to be 
aired at Missouri’s Crisis Convention at Cleve- 
land, Ohio, in June. 


ment in mind when he says that “these 
things were written for our learning.” 
The original prayer of a particular Psalm 
may have meant an infinite variety of 
things to the mind and mouth of the 
originator, and how his. “inspiration” 
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transpired is beyond our view; but God 
had it put down on parchment, not for 
the original author’s sake, but for our 
sake, 


This is an example of how the Bible is 
dealt with at Valpo. 


We are reaping the fruits of failure of 
true evangelical discipline over a period of 
several decades. 


© Missouri’s Youth and the Festering 
Sore of Ecumenism 


The International Walther League and the 
Board for Young People’s Work of the Lu- 
theran Church—Missouri Synod sponsored a 
group of twelve observers at the North 
American Ecumenical Youth Assembly, which 
recently met at Ann Arbor, Mich. A report 
of one of these observers appeared in the 
Triangle, student publication of Concordia 
Senior College, Fort Wayne, Indiana, under 
the heading OIKOUMENE. This is a Greek 
word for ecumenical and here stands for the 
ultra-unionistic so-called “ecumenical” move- 
ment represented by the gathering under dis- 
cussion. Speaking of the “general confusion 
and uncertainty about doctrine” which was 
reflected in the objectives this observer heard 
expressed for the whole ecumenical move- 
ment, he says: 


“I got the impression that no one 
really agrees what the eventual outcome 
of the movement should be. Dr. Michel 
Wagner of the French Free Church en- 
visions a ‘super-church’ of all denomina- 
tions — Protestant and Catholic alike.” 


The senior college observer goes on to 
say that “as a direct result of the N.A.E.Y.A. 
experience” he has been “set to thinking 
about the concept of ecumenicity.” While, 
he says, the twelve Missouri Synod observers 
all regularly maintained that doctrinal agree- 
ment is necessary before true Church unity 
can be achieved, when asked, as they fre- 
quently were, to give their own views on the 
matter of an ecumenical church, 


“Nevertheless, I do not feel that we 
can approach a gathering like the North 
American Ecumenical Youth Assembly 
with a rigid and inflexible thought pattern. 
It is absolutely necessary that we be 
constantly re-examing ~ (sic) Scripture 
and studying what the Bible says. It is 
.equally necessary that we re-examine our 
own attitudes (sic) — to see if they are 


really in line with what Scripture would 
have us believe (sic). 


“We cannot take the attitude that we 
are infallible in our views and that we 
cannot learn from the experience and 
witness of our Christian brother (sic). We 
have to once again come to terms with 
(sic) basic questions (sic): 


“__ Tf true faith in Jesus Christ |left 
undefined — CL] is what is necessary for 
salvation, should we not display this unity 
in Christ with our Christian brethren 
(sic) —- even if our brother belongs to 
a different denomination(sic) ? 


“__. Could the concept ‘Body of Christ’ 
mean that the different denominations are 
the parts of the Body (sic), and that we 
are deliberately (sic) disobeying our 
Lord’s will by remaining estranged from 
each other (sic). 


“These are questions with which the 
thoughtful Christian must wrestle (sic). 
We are oftentimes too prone to give glib 
and memorized answers (sic). Attending 
an ecumenical youth assembly brings this 
fact into sharp focus. [Note!] 


“And this is perhaps the most striking 
aspect of the Assembly experience in my 
mind: if convinced me that we must re- 
think our positions, re-study our doctrine, 
re-answer the questions, and re-shape 

_ some of our views.” 


In a sermon preached in Grace Church at 
River Forest, Ill., on Sept. 24 (a printed copy 
of the sermon lies before us), the Rev. F. 
Dean Lueking, assistant pastor, called atten- 
tion to the study pamphlet issued by the 
World Council in preparation for its recent 
general assembly in New Delhi, India: 
“Inside this booklet are eight superbly 
organized Bible studies. Note that the call is 
not only for pastors to come together and 
ponder these things . . . the call is to the 
people of God, the laity, the royal priest- 
hood ... you! ... It is embarassing for 
me that our own denomination is on the out- 
side of this particular venture. I think we 
ought to be on the inside.” The pastor adds: 
“But the important thing isn’t what I think.” 
We are sure that what a pastor thinks out 
loud in the pulpit about such things ought to 
be important to the congregation — and 
to his whole synod! 


All of which points up the fateful ques- 
tion, Which way, Missouri? as we face the 
convention which is soon to be held in Cleve- 
land—the Crisis Convention! (Cp. Isa. 1:5-6.) 
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© Modernism’s Egocentricity 


The December issue of our journal con- 
tained an article on Modernism (How Modern 
is “Modernism”?) The present article is a 
sequel to that. It offers a somewhat more 
comprehensive outline of the subject for such 
as may want to pursue it further. 


Ancient paganism was revived in the 
Humanism of the Renaissance of the 15th and 
16th centuries. While its influence was re- 
pressed for a time by the Reformation, it 
came to full bloom in the latter half of the 
18th century in the movement known as the 
“Fnlightenment” (German: Aufklaerung). 
This became the basis of modern culture and 
affected all phases of life. In the Church it 
declared its independence of the authority of 
Biblical revelation and exerted its pernicious 
influence on the whole of theology. Hostile 
to all supernaturalism, it has asserted that 
the reason with which man is endowed by 
nature is sufficient to work out all problems 
that confront him. It has reduced religion 
to a system of epistemology (a theory of 
knowledge, or of what man can know) and 
psychology (investigation of the working of 
the human mind). In the 19th century it 
received new impetus from that pseudo- 
science, Evolutionism. 


To all of Modernism there can be applied 
the old French saying, “the more it changes, 
the more it’s the same thing” (plus ca change, 
plus c’est la meme chose). Subjectivism is 
the very heart of it; this subjectivism merely 
undergoes constantly varying forms. Fried- 
rich Schleiermacher (1768-1834), who is gen- 
erally considered the founder of modern 
Protestant theology, taught that it is to be 
developed from the inner consciousness of 
the individual heart or its feeling for the in- 
finite rather than that it should be founded 
on the impregnable rockbed of Holy Scrip- 
ture. He was followed by Albrecht Ritschl 
_ (1822-1889), who taught that the standard 
of truth is (not God’s Word but) man’s 
idea of what is necessary to establish a 
perfect society. It remains the basic claim of 
liberal theology that “the modern cultural 
situation requires a radical reformulation of 
the church’s proclamation,” its second great 
concern being application of its destructive 
“historical-critical method” to the Bible to- 
ward such an end. (Cp. Schubert M. Ogden, 
in Existence and Faith, Meridian Books, Inc., 
N.Y., 1960, p. 10.) In all of the numerous 
progeny of this theology, the subjective ego 
is final authority. Dr. Francis Pieper has re- 
lentlessly emphasized this in his Christian 


Dogmatics, the earnest study of which we 
heartily recommend. In later articles we shall 
have something to say about current forms 
that this Ego Theology, which is really more 
of a philosophy of religion, has assumed in 
our day—especially in the guise of Existent- 
ialism and Neo-Orthodoxy. 

Meanwhile we remind our readers that 
Scripture insistently warns against such a 
source of disbelief, especially also in Romans 
16, 17-18, where the word “belly” might very 
well be rendered ego. This passage applies 
pre-eminently to Modernism, which continues 
to cause endless divisions in the Church even 
while professing to “unite” it. The spirit that 
it fosters is to be seen in the so-called Ecu- 
menical Movement which has come to fruition 
in the union of that mixed multitude known 
as the World Council of Churches. It envisions 
eventual reunion with Rome, having already 
gathered to its bosom not only all manner of 
Protestant sects with their sundry heresies 
but also the Russian Orthodox Church and 
other churches in that country and its satel- 
lites which are under the complete control of 
the Communist Party through its soviet gov- 
ernment. 

There is just one thing still missing. The 
Lutheran theologian J. Conrad Dannhauer, 
who died in 1666, already called attention to 
this. He recalled how indolence once brought 
forth the Antichrist and, while people slept, 
let him sow his tares. Then he declared that 
the same indifference was too largely ignor- 
ing the intrigues of the syncretistic (union- 
istic) spirit which had at that time raised its 
head, so that there was little lacking but that 
it should already be dominant. And finally, 
he made the following remarkable predic- 
tion: “Perhaps the world will soon be amazed 
to have become so quickly syncretistic (union- 
istic) and as a consequence atheistic.” 
(Quoted by Walther from Lib. consc., apert. 
s. theol. conscientiariae, Tim. I, p. 139, in 
Lehre und Wehre XIV, 1, 1868, p. 1; empha- 
sis added by us.) 

All of which raises the question: Are 
churches today, thanks to the intrigues of 
egocentric Modernism’s unionizing indiffer- 
ence, on the way? 


© Congratulations, John Rusch! 


We do not ordinarily give space to per- 
sonalities in our publication. However, when 
a man reaches his 86th birthday amid devoted 
labors to his church and its Lord we believe 
we can be excused for taking brief note of 


16 Tur CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


this. Such is the case with John C. Rusch, who 
so faithfully and efficiently handles the mail- 
ing of the Confessional Lutheran and work 
connected with it. Mr. Rusch’s 86th birthday 
occurred on Jan. 2. Congratulations to you 
Mr. Rusch, and may God preserve you in good 
health and spirit and permit the work of 
love that you are doing to His glory to con- 
tinue to afford you the measure of satisfaction 
and joy which we are pleased to know you 
have been deriving from it! 


® Review of Publications 


The Faithful Word: A Journal of Doctrine 
and Defense. Vol. I, No. 1. December 1961. 
Published by the State of the Church Con- 
ference, 4430 St. James St., Detroit 10, Mich. 
$4.00 per year. $6.00 outside the United 
States or its territorial possessions. 

Here is the first issue of this most timely 
publication — timely because “crass theo- 
logical liberalism is now taught and tolerated 
in the Missouri Synod.” 68 pages, plus stiff 
cover in beautiful liturgical red, 54x84. 
While no more is promised than that the 
journal will be published “from time to time,” 
it is also stated that “initial plans call for 
four issues per year.” 

Space permitting, we shall in a later issue 
of our own periodical publish a more exten- 
sive review of The Faithful Word, the title 
of which is so well chosen. Meanwhile we 
suggest that you subscribe today. 

Preaching to Preachers. Norman A. Mad- 
son, D.D., Lutheran Synod Book Co., Bethany 
College, Mankato, Minnesota. $2.50. ($2.00 
when ordered directly from the author: 10 
Edgewood Road, Mankato, Minnesota. ) 

Evening Bells at Bethany II. Same author; 
same publisher. Same condition applies when 
ordered directly from the author. 

There is something distinctive about the 
first of the two volumes mentioned above: It 
is the only volume which contains graduation 
addresses delivered at all seminaries within 
the Synodical Conference. But this is not the 
only distinction that this volume of 208 pages 
enjoys. It contains 23 sermons and addresses 
in all, each of which is a masterpiece of time- 
liness and of excellency in other respects 
which should characterize Christian preach- 
ing. We are tempted to quote. But we would 
hardly know where to begin, nor where to 
end. Don’t be misled by the title. While pas- 
tors and professors who are seasoned in the 
ministry by long years of service can learn 
from Dr. Madson what to say and how to say 


it, the volume will appeal equally to the lay 
reader. Get a copy and enrich that devotional 
hour in your life! 


The second volume noted above contains 
58 chapel addresses (216 pages). It is a 
sequel to a similar volume, which was sold 
out before the year of its publication had 
reached its end. When it first appeared, the 
following was stated in a review of its con- 
tents by Prof. Walter E. Buszin of Concordia 
Seminary, St. Louis, in the Concordia Theo- 
logical Monthly: 


In view of the fact that Dean Madson’s 
sermons are very doctrinal, we marvel all 
the more and rejoice that also among the 
youth attending the schools of America 
there are oases in the barren wilderness 
of doctrinal indifference in which nutri- 
tion and refreshment may be found which 
are pure and unalloyed. ... As we have 
learned to expect from him, Professor 
Madsen’s sermons are not only to the 
point but also evangelical, earnest, sin- 
cere, comforting, trenchant, and inter- 
esting. ... In short, in this volume we do 
find good, sound preaching. 


Preaching to Preachers originally appear- 
ed in 1952; Evening Bells at Bethany II, in 
the same year. Orders from pastors within 
the Missouri Synod recently brought about a 
reprint. The price of both books, which are 
well bound and neatly gotten up in every 
respect, is unusually low for these days. 


Communism and Socialism. Four Lectures 
by Dr. C. F. W. Walther. Revised English 
Translation published by the Lutheran Re- 
search Society. Order from: Liberty Library, 
Inc., Box 1187, Bisbee, Arizona. 78 pages, 
cloth. Price: $1.00. 


@ What Our Readers Say 


“Your November 1961 Confessional Lu- 
theran just arrived and, as usual, I read it 
through at once. However, it will be re-read 
several times before another month is out, 
and after that it will be passed on to a former 
pastor in my relationship who has doubted 
for a long time that such things can go on 
as are reported.”—-Pastor, Wisconsin. 


“May God be with you and supply all your 
needs for the difficult task in which you are 
engaged. My prayers are in your behalf.”—~ 
Layman, Chicago. 


“God bless your work in His name.” ~ 
Springfield seminary student. 
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@ The Missouri Presidium’s Endorse- 
ment of Dr. Scharlemann’s Position 


Note: On Dec. 30 the Executive Staff of 
the Confessional Lutheran Publicity Bureau 
addressed to the Editor of the LUTHERAN 
WITNESS the following Request: 


In view of the fact that you have given 
Dr. Secharlemann so much space in the 
LUTHERAN WITNESS, the Executive Staff 
of the Confessional Lutheran Publicity 
Bureau requests that you now publish the 
enclosed reply to the SPECIAL REPORT 
contained in the LW of Dec. 26, pp. 18-20. 


The following preliminary reply, signed 
by the Editor of the LW and dated Jan. 4, 
was received by us: 


Your letter and manuscript, “Missouri 
Synod Presidium Endorses Dr. Scharle- 
mann’s Position,” reached the WITNESS 
office January 2. Since the WITNESS 
Editorial Board is scheduled to meet Jan- 
uary 16, your request for publication of 
the material will be presented to the Board. 


The following final reply, dated Jan. 17, 
and again signed by the Editor of the LW, 
was subsequently received: 


After considering “Missouri Presidium 
Endorses Dr, Scharlemann’s Position” the 
LUTHERAN WITNESS Editorial Board de- 
clined to publish your article. Accordingly 
we are returning your manuscript under 
separate cover. 


Before publishing this article, as here fol- 
lows, a few additions were made to it in the 
interest of strengthening it. 


For almost four years now, Prof. Martin, 
H. Scharlemann of Concordia Seminary in St. 
Louis has been propagandizing the modern 
method of scientific investigation of the sa- 
cred Scriptures within the Missouri Synod. 
During this time the Presidium has dissuaded 
district conventions from adopting action re- 
pudiating the professor’s theological position. 
While soliciting votes of confidence in its 
“dealing” in the matter, the Presidium has, 
moreover, hesitated all this while openly ta 
make known its own position in this contro- 
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versy, on which the fate of the Lutheran 
Church—-Missouri Synod hinges. With the 
Crisis Convention of our church (the trien- 
nial general convention of the synod, to be 
held in Cleveland, Ohio, in June 1962) now 
looming before us, the Presidium has at long 
last announced its endorsement of Prof. 
Scharlemann’s position, which, thanks to end- 
less digressions, has been working like a leay- 
en in our church. This has been done in A 
REPORT TO ALL MEMBERS OF THE SYN- 
OD BY THE PRESIDIUM OF THE SYNOD 
AND CONCORDIA SEMINARY, ST. LOUIS, 
MISSOURI. The REPORT, dated Nov. 29, 
1961, was sent to pastors and teachers of the 
Missouri Synod; a copy reached us on Dec. 9. 
Subsequently, the REPORT was published in 


the Lutheran Witness (Dec. 26, 1961) in a 
somewhat altered form, numeration of ques- 
tions being omitted and its heading being 
(somewhat significantly) changed to read: 
SPECIAL REPORT BY THE PRESIDENT 
AND VICE-PRESIDENTS OF THE LUTHER- 
AN CHURCH-MISSOURI SYNOD, THE PAS- 
TORAL MEMBERS OF THE ST. LOUIS SEMI- 
NARY BOARD OF CONTROL, THE PRESI- 
DENT AND ACADEMIC DEAN OF THE ST. 
LOUIS SEMINARY, [AND] PROF. MARTIN 
H. SCHARLEMANN OF THE ST. LOUIS 
SEMINARY. Reason for the change in the 
title of the REPORT, which has thus gone 
into most of the homes of members of con- 
gregations within the Missouri Synod, has not 
been disclosed. 


The REPORT states, in its Conclusion: 

“On the basis of our comprehensive 
and thorough discussion we, who carried 
on these conversations with Prof. Scharle- 
mann, find that he is in full agreement 
with the teaching of the Scriptures and 
the Lutheran Confessions. He takes a 
proper position with regard to the formu- 
lations of the doctrinal position of the 
Synod, specifically the BRIEF STATE- 
MENT, and has proceeded in accordance 
with recommended synodical practice. 
(See Resolution 9. Committee 3, San Fran- 
cisco convention.) . . . No compromise 
has been involved in reaching agreement.” 


Dr. Scharlemann’s Position 


What is Prof. Scharlemann’s theological 
position? Briefly stated it is a follows. (Nu- 
meration of questions is in accordance with 
the REPORT as sent to pastors and teachers, 
but not included in its publication in the Lu- 
theran Witness. ) 


1. “The Scriptures do not speak of 
themselves as a revelation.” Q. 12. In view 
of this basic contention, Dr. Scharlemann’s 
statement in Q. 18, “I have no objection 
to speaking of the Scriptures as revelation. 
In fact, our dogmaticians do just that” 
means: 1) That he does not admit that it 
is Scriptural doctrine that the Bible is a 
revelation. 2) That he knowingly opposes 
his own theological view to the position 
of “our dogmaticians,” which is the doc- 
trine of Scripture and of our confessions 
(cp. e.g. Trigl., p. 1067; 1083). 3) That 
— the situation undeniably being as it 
is — he manifests a spirit of doctrinal in- 
difference by having no objection to 
“speaking of” the Scriptures as a revela- 
tion which he contends they are not. 
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4) That he is engaging in doubletalk — 
Q. 13: “From our discussion it has been 
made clear that my statement ‘Scriptures 
are not in themselves a revelation,’ in my 
essay The Bible as Record, Witness, and 
Medium has been a source of difficulty 
and concern. I, therefore, withdraw the 
statement. Without considerable oral ex- 
planation it certainly lends itself to mis- 
understanding.” “Q. 12: “The Scriptures 
do not speak of themselves as a revela- 
tion.” (Our emphasis.) 5) That he is em- 
phasizing the fact that aside from such a 
meaningless “withdrawal” of a sentence 
his essay remains unretracted. 

In his essay on God Is One, published 
in the NLC Lutheran Quarterly, August 
1959 (pp. 230-236), Dr. Scharlemann has 
set forth his contention for a “movement 
toward full and unequivocal monotheism” 
which he speaks of as “cumulative revela- 
tion,” “a trend in Israel [which] was in- 
tended to prepare God’s people for that 
self-disclosure of himself whereby, in and 
through THE INCARNATION [one of the 
mighty ACTS of God] men would be in- 
vited to recognize this God as being tri- 
une, that is, one God in three persons.” 
(P. 235. 236; our emphases. ) 


The timeless truth of the Holy Trinity 
is undeniably revealed in the words of 
both the OLD and the New Testament 
Scriptures. But it is Dr. Scharlemann’s 
contention that “Revelation does not con- 
sist in unveiling timeless truths’! (The 
Bible as Record, etc. p. 15:5.) 

The God Is One essay contains shock- 
ing statements like “Even the first of the 
Ten Commandments (Exod. 20,3) seems 
to presuppose the existence of other 
gods.” (Don’t ignore the context!) It fur- 
thermore contains incidental tell-tales of 
Modernism (Negative Higher Criticism of 
the Bible) such as its modern JEDP non- 
sense — references to a “Yahvist section” 
and to “the so-called priestly sections” in 
the Pentateuch. (P. 231, 233.) 

The REPORT before us states: ‘Dr. 
Scharlemann has furthermore withdrawn 
the sentence ‘Most certainly David be- 
lieved that other gods ruled outside the 
confines of Israel’” in the essay under 
discussion. We have evidence before us 
(of a date later than that of the REPORT) 
from a source both high and close to Dr. 
Scharlemann which would render any 
such withdrawal on his part as is an- 
nounced in the REPORT, as meaningless 
as the other two “retractions” or “‘with- 


drawals” there reported —- except to con- 
firm that, like his other essays, the article 
GOD IS ONE remains otherwise unaltered 
and unretracted. 

2. The “Word of God” (Q. 1) in the 
theology of Prof. Scharlemann refers to 
certain ACTS OF GOD. 


The professor contends that the Scrip- 
tures are the “Word of God” in the 
sense that they are an in other respects 
very fallible human record of, and wit- 
ness to, and “medium” of these Divine 
Acts (‘‘deed-words,” God’s Acts as Revela- 
tion, CTM, Apr. 1961, p. 215). He con- 
tends that THIS is to “take Scripture on 
its own terms.” Q. 13; our emphasis. 

3. When Prof. Scharlemann speaks of 
the Scriptures as the “inspired” Word of 
God (Q. 1), this refers to a “DYNAMIC 
DOCTRINE OF INSPIRATION” for which 
he contends. 

See the professor’s formal statement 
about this in the official Letter of Mis- 
souri’s President 8-22-60 to its clergy, 
where he insists that this has been ‘“point- 
ed out” by him. 

A “dynamic” doctrine of inspiration 
means a doctrine which regards the Scrip- 
tures as inspired because of some power 
(Greek: dynamis) that characterizes them. 
Dr. Scharlemann identifies this power as 
its ability to testify to Christ, by “special 
illumination,” The Bible as Record, ete. 
p. 15:4. Others speak of some other kind 
of power. It can mean just about anything 
or practically nothing, depending on its 
further definition by the “interpreter.” 

Dr. Scharlemann has undeniably de- 
fined this dynamic doctrine (as “verbal 
inspiration’) in his essay on Revelation 
and Inspiration as follows, p. 16 (our em- 
phasis): “It is the MATERIAL in the 
Scriptures that makes them unique. 
THAT’S what makes the Bible inspired: 
It says what can only be said ‘in the Spirit.’ 
IT TESTIFIES TO CHRIST. Every last 
syllable of it does. THAT is verbal inspi- 
ration; and that is what makes it the Word 
of God. Being the Word of God, the Bible 
does not need any extra props to support 
it by way of theories of inerrancy.” 


Everyone who confesses Luther’s ex- 
planation of the Third Article of the Apos- 
tles’ Creed in the Small Catechism should 
know that the power which Dr. Scharle- 
mann thus ascribes to the Bible by the 
dynamic (“power”) doctrine for which he 
contends is no more “verbal inspiratiqn” 
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than what every true Christian can claim 
for himself: to say by the Spirit that 
Christ is Lord! 


4, When Prof. Scharlemann speaks of 
the Scriptures as “the only infallible rule 
of faith and practice” (Q. 1). he is speak- 
ing of a (limited) “KIND OF” infallibility 
which he contends is all that is to be found 
in the Bible. Q. 9. 


5. Prof. Scharlemann has in accord- 
ance with the above (4) defined the 
TERM “inerrancy” (elimination of which 
he had once suggested because it was not 
understood in his sense) so as to make 
room by his definition for the imperfec- 
tion and human fallibility (factual erran- 
cy) in Scripture for which he continues 
to contend, as follows (our emphasis) : 
“Now I argue for its retention |ie., re- 
tention of the term “inerrancy;” not for 
its historic sense] to underline the utter 
RELIABILITY of the written Word. THIS 
is what I MEANT; and I certainly tried to 
make this very clear at the time.” 


Why not take the professor’s word for 
what he says? 


Yes, THIS is what he MEANT (as we have 
always maintained) and what HE CERTAIN- 
LY TRIED TO MAKE VERY CLEAR “at the 
time” of his essay on The Bible as Record, 
etc. (p. 14:2; our emphasis) as regards his 
concept of Scriptural “RELIABILITY” and 
alleged. corresponding imperfection and hu- 
man fallibility (factual errancy) of Scripture: 
“GOD reveals Himself as utterly dependable 
in keeping His promise and carrying out His 
will, THE SCRIPTURAL DOCUMENTS serve 
as witnesses to this revelation. THEY must 
therefore, be understood as reliable WITHIN 
THE SINGLE [!] FUNCTION of the Bible, 
which is to ‘make us wise unto salvation.’ ” 


Dr. Scharlemann had previously, in the 
President’s letter of 8-22-60, advised us as to 
his own peculiar use of the term ‘‘inerrancy.” 


As a matter of fact, Dr. Scharlemann had 
already in his formal Statement appended to 
the Letter of seminary Pres. Fuerbringer of 
2-11-60 to Missouri’s clergy, informed us that 
in defining “truth” (as a concept not to be 
confused with fact) and “utter reliability” 
of the sacred Scriptures, his use of the term 
“inerrancy” is that of Modernism, that is, of 
the modern “scientific method of investiga- 
tion” (exploration) which the Missouri Syn- 
od in its Brief Statement of its Doctrinal posi- 
tion rejects as a “horrible and blasphemous 
doctrine.” (Par. 3.) 


The use ‘of the modern method of his- 
torical criticism of the Bible had previously 
been urged on Dr. Scharlemann’s fellow-fac- 
ulty members in connection with his paper on 
The Inerrancy of Scripture (February, 1958), 
in order to remain “ecumenical” in interpre- 
tation. Knowledge of what was thus going on 
at our seminary was to be withheld from us; 
repeated emphasis of “prepared only for fac- 
ulty discussion” (e.g. in LW, Apr. 4, 1961, 
p. 14) seems to indicate readiness on the part 
or some to go along with such a state of 
affairs! 


Having secured his modernistic definition 
of the term “inerrancy” (to underline the 
utter “reliability” of the written Word, in his 
deceptive restricted sense), Dr. Scharlemann 
tells us (in Q. 9; our emphasis) that he has 
tried to avoid the use of the words “error” 
and “mistake” because the words suggest the 
kind of imperfections and human fallibility 
that is not found in the Scriptures — that 
is, the Scriptures are said to be reliable (only) 
within the framework of an allegedly single 
function of the Bible: to make us wise unto 
salvation. He continues as adamantly as ever 
to contend for what he has said. in his essays 
(describing a kind of fallibility which he al- 
leges is to be found in the Bible); that “the 
Biblical authors wrote from where they were, 
as people of their day.” (Compare his essays 
for what he means by this, inclusive of ex- 
amples!) “AS A RESULT,’ he says, “there 
are in the Scriptures what one might call a 
number of DISCREPANCIES whenever one 
attempts to use such parts of the Scriptures 
in a sense and for a purpose not intended by 
God. ... Yet all parts of the Scripture, even 
the seeming discrepancies, are true, and are 
there as part of His own saving intent toward 
us,” 


Remember again that “true” in Dr. Schar- 
lemann’s theology, does not mean fact; in the 
theology to which the professor is committed 
it is “heresy” to identify truth with fact! 


So now Dr. Scharlemann is going to use 
this word “discrepancies” for allegedly “beef- 
ed-up accounts of the Exodus event,” alleged 
contradiction regarding the place of Christ’s 
Ascension (Judea vs. Galilee in Luke and 
Matthew respectively, Revelation and Inspira- 
tion, p. 16), and a multitude of other alleged- 
ly factually errant statements which he con- 
tends exist in Scripture due to the human 
fallibility of its authors, who wrote “from 
where they were, as people of their day.” 


In summary, Dr. Scharlemann’s “Now I 
argue” for retention of the term “inerrancy” 
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in its peculiarly restricted modernistic sense, 
which he has safeguarded, is an arguing for 
alleged “DISCREPANCIES” in the Bible such 
as he has always argued for. Nothing has 
been changed in this respect! 


Dr. Seharlemann and the Brief Statement 


In view of all of the above (and more), 
what is it that the Presidium now speaks of 
as “a proper position” with regard to the 
formulations of the doctrinal position of the 
Synod, specifically the BRIEF STATEMENT 
which Dr. Scharlemann takes? The professor 
has himself answered this question (in his 
reply to Q. 1; our emphasis). He reiterates 
the equivocal, restrictive statement which he 
had made before (in the President’s Letter 
to Missouri’s clergy 8-22-60): “I believe and 
accept the doctrinal content of the Brief State- 
ment” (the nature and extent of which re- 
main undisclosed by the professor, who has 
his own peculiar notion as to what constitutes 
doctrine). Furthermore, he says just as in- 
definitely that our professors have a special 
responsibility “to reflect” the attitude and 
approach toward Scripture that is represented 
by this document. As a matter of fact, Prof. 
Scharlemann has no divinely revealed doctrine 
at all, no doctrine that has the stamp of 
divine authority right on it. On the contrary, 
he contends that “revelation does not consist 
in unveiling timeless truths”; that it ‘“does 
not consist of the supernatural and infallible 
revelation of propositional truths”; that the 
doctrine of Scripture “is derived from a re- 
sponse to and reflection upon God’s acts.” 
(The Bible as Record, etc., pp. 18:4; 15:2. 5.) 


Dr. Scharlemann’s Procedure 


The Presidium adds that Dr. Scharlemann 
“has proceeded in accordance with recom- 
mended synodical practice” and refers us to 
Resolution 9 of Committee 3 of the 1959 San 
Francisco Convention. 

What practice does this Resolution recom- 
mend? This: That those who believe that doc- 
trinal statements of a confessional nature 
adopted by Synod as a true exposition of the 
Holy Scriptures are not satisfactory in part 
or in their entirely are to present “their con- 
cern” to brethren; not that they are to exploit 
conferences by “exploring” the nature of 
Holy Scripture in accordance with the meth- 
od of Modernism’s “scientific investigation” 
of it, to present essays written wholly in that 
spirit, and to lead “discussions” in which they 
are vigorously and arrogantly defended. In 
fact, the Resolution under discussion specifi- 
cally says that persons such as are referred 


to are NOT to teach contrary to the kind of 
statements spoken of. Dr. Scharlemann’s es- 
say God Is One was published in the NLC Lu- 
theran Quarterly (August, 1959). In fact, ac- 
cording to reports by officials this was done 
after the CTM had declined the article. Is 
this “proceeding in accordance with recom- 
mended synodical practice (see Resolution 
9...)'? 


Dr. Scharlemann and Current Modernism 


In his answer to Q. 15 of the REPORT be- 
fore us Dr. Scharlemann admits wncertainty 
about at least some of his teachings. (The 
implication is that this refers to teachings 
presented in his essays.) Should anyone who 
is uncertain about his teachings be permitted 
to teach in the Church at all? Hasn’t Scrip- 
ture said a great deal about a trumpet that 
gives an uncertain sound? 

In the same vein, Dr. Scharlemann (Q. 16) 
repeats that the fact that he defends his es- 
says does not mean that they set forth his 
“final” position. This is in accord with the 
best tradition of Modernism. Witness the fol- 
lowing, by one of its devoted scribes: “It 
may be said with some justice that modernism 
is a METHOD of interpreting Christian Scrip- 
ture and tradition, NOT A SET OF PARTIC- 
ULAR BELIEFS.” (Daniel D. Williams of 
Union Theological Seminary, “Modernism,” 
in A Handbook of Christian Theology, Edited 
by Marvin Halverson and Arthur A. Cohen, 
p. 233; Meridian Books, Cleveland and New 
York. Emphasis added.) And to pin down a 
more precise definition of Modernism, by its 
selfsame representative, we quote again (same 
page): ‘“‘ ‘Modernism in Christian thought de- 
signates those theologies which are concerned 
with reinterpreting traditional Christian be- 
liefs so as to make them intelligible in the 
light of the scientific understanding of the 
world and of historical knowledge.” Note: 
This concern is Modernism’s belief. Who will 
deny that precisely such is the concern of 
Prof. Scharlemann? It is of the very essence 
of such concern that it carries on endless 
“discussions” without ever arriving at a 
“final” position —- because the “light” in 
which it “moves” is an ever varying one. 
(Consider, for instance, Dr. Scharlemann’s 
“as the case for revelation now stands” in 
The Bible as Record, etc., p. 14:1.) 

In his Author’s Note, prefixed to his essay 
on The Bible as Record, etc., when it was 
given out for “discussion” (and defense!) 
in 1959, Dr. Scharlemann has advised us that 
this essay is “the product of more than six 
years of investigation and reflection” and an 
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attempt to thread a solid path “through all 
the discussions in contemporary theology on 
the nature of the Bible.” This would take us 
back to the year 1953 or thereabout. It may 
well be that the professor’s own investigation 
and reflection in the field referred to go back 
no further than that. But to assume as he 
does (Q. 4; cp. also Q. 14) that as far as he 
could determine when he presented his es, 
says, few in our church were aware of the 
fact that certain ‘new problems,” created by 
the impact of modern theology and science, 
exist in areas such as the Word, the church, 
revelation, Holy Baptism, to mention several, 
and that our church thus needs to be “con- 
ditioned for a change” reveals an amazing 
lack of information and — conceit! If the 
professor had but given a bit more attention 
to genuine Lutheran literature available to 
him, he would have found that the proposi- 
tions which he so adamantly defends as some- 
thing “new” have been roundly refuted and 
condemned for what they are already before 
his time, in some instances as long as one 
hundred years ago or thereabout! 

Let us be a bit more particular. The Hand- 
book of Christian Theology to which we have 
already referred, in its subtitle describes its 
contents as Definition Essays on Concepts and 
Movements in Contemporary Protestantism. 
It contains 101 such (brief and succinct) ‘“‘de- 
finition essays” by 71 men of the stamp of 
a Tillich, a Niebuhr, and their like. It ad- 
vertises itself as a guide through the laby- 
rinth of contemporary theological “discus- 
sion,’ the kind of thing Dr. Scharlemann, 
refers to in defending his presentation of his 
essays before conferences. 

In the Editor’s Preface to this handbook 
(by Marvin Halverson and Arthur A Cohen) 
we read, p. 5: “Christianity is not a religion 
based on immutable truths but a religion in 
which man’s confrontation with God takes 
place in terms of man’s situation.” 

Under “Revelation” (by Walter M. Hor- 
ton, Dept. of Philosophy of Christianity, Grad- 
uate School of Theology, Oberlin), p. 327, we 
are similarly informed that in recent theol- 
ogy a “new” conception of revelation has ap- 
peared. It is described as follows: “According 
to this view, religious revelation does not 
consist of the communication of propositions 
about God to be believed [‘‘God so loved the 
world” etc., John 3, 16 would be such a prop- 
osition, as would a thousand and one other 
statements of the kind]; it consists of the con- 
frontation of God and man through actual 
historical events.” And as for the modern 
conception of revelation and inspiration, we 


read, p. 328 (our emphasis): “Every concep- 
tion of revelation involves a conception of 
inspiration. The scholastic conception of rev- 
elation [!] has generally been accompanied 
by a theory |?] of the plenary, verbal inspira- 
tion of the Bible. Since God speaks prop- 
ositionally in the Bible, and God is omniscient, 
every word of the Bible is infallibly true. 
The theory of God-acting-in-events has other 
implications. Since God confronts us through 
the meaning of events, any report or com- 
ment which powerfully [dynamically] con- 
veys that meaning may be inspired, whether 
or not it is factually inerrant. The Bible can 
thus convey a true revelation of God, and its 
writers can be God’s inspired interpreters, 
while at the same time they are thoroughly 
human and fallible.” (Our emphasis. ) 


(Let it be stated that more of God’s majes- 
ty than merely His omniscience is involved in 
the absolute infallibility of Holy Scripture. 
Does not the false assumption that God did 
not want to give us such a Scripture, in which 
His instruments wrote the things He desired 
them to write, in the precise manner and 
in the very words in which He desired these 
things to be spoken, I Cor. 2,13, militate 
against the love of God — of which mod- 
ernists make so much in their own way?) 


The practical effect of Modernism’s ‘“new”’ 
concept of revelation is summarized by David 
Cairns, of Aberdeen, Scotland in the follow- 
ing fallacy (of opposition), p. 253, our em- 
phasis: ‘The conception of revealed theology 
suggests that what is revealed is a system 
of truth about God, and that Scripture is 
chiefly to be regarded as an authoritative 
source of doctrine, whereas what is revealed 
is God Himself in His personal approach to 
men and His historical saving acts. It is no 
longer possible to speak of dogmatic theol- 
ogy as revealed.” (Our emphasis. Interpreta- 
tion is our ‘New Frontier’! ) 


Now page Dr. Scharlemann — e.g. in his 
essay On The Bible, etc., where (p. 18:4) he 
speaks of “the distance we have come from 
the idea of revelation which scholasticism de- 
vised and imposed with various modifications 
on the church for many centuries as consist- 
ing of the supernatural and infallible com- 
munication of propositional truths.” 


In his essay on God’s Acts as Revelation, 
which “superseded” his previous essays (CTM, 
April 1961), Dr. Scharlemann again set forth 
his notion of the relationship of the Biblical 
documents to God’s mighty acts. After as- 
serting “the utter reliability of the record 
and witness of the Biblical authors of God’s 
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great deeds” (our emphasis), he goes on to 
say (p. 215, our emphasis again) : 


“If we keep in mind this relationship 
of the Biblical documents to God’s mighty 
acts, always to be understood as ‘deed- 
words,’ we shall be preserved from the 
error of Judaism, which saw and often 
sees in the Biblical documents themselves 
an authority independent of those acts 
to which they testify. As a result, Judaism 
has often determined an individual’s at- 
titude toward God on the basis of his 
response to Old Testament documents as 
such, especially as these were interpreted 
by the tradition of the elders. By not 
going beyond the documents to the prior 
[?] ACTS of God, to which they bear 
testimony, men turn revelation into TRA- 
DITION. This perversion is the source of 
all legalism.” 


To this we oppose I Pet. 4,11: “If any 
man speak, let him speak as the oracles of 
God” (that is, the Scriptural documents, 
Rom. 3,2). Just compare what Jesus had to 
say to certain Jews of His day with respect 
to their attitude toward Himself because of 
their response to Old Testament documents as 
such: “Had ye believed Moses, ye would have 
believed Me; for he wrote of Me. But if ye 
believe not his writings, how shall ye believe 
My words?” John 5, 46-47. And as for the 
interpretation of the Scriptural documents 
by the tradition of the Jewish elders (which 
was the real reason for the unbelieving re- 
sponse to Old Testament documents AS 
SUCH), are the tradition of Modernism and 
Prof. Scharlemann’s interpretation, based on 
it, any better? Would these not estrange us 
from the same Christ, the Christ of John 5, 
46-47, who attached such importance to 
words, His own spoken words and those con- 
tained in the writings of Moses and the rest 
of the Old Testament documents as such? 


(We cannot help adding here what a pas- 
tor wrote us after being asked to submit some 
tentative material for a projected new Mis- 
sourian catechism. It was strongly empha- 
sized, he said, that he should avoid the use 
of the word “prooftext.” Is the leaven work- 
ing?) 

Why doesn’t Prof. Scharlemann frankly 
announce that he has succumbed to modern- 
ism, and why does he not cease endeavoring 
to drag Missouri with him, and to induce it 
to bow to this contemporary baal? As Dr. H. 
Hamann of Australia has reminded us (in 
the Australasian Theological Review, Sept., 
1961) in a discussion of this very subject, 


simple honesty would dictate a different 
course for anyone who cannot share the posi- 
tion of our synod. The door is open! Why 
does Prof. Scharlemann, when confronted 
by the issues in this Controversy concerning 
the Word of God, constantly resort to evasion, 
prevarication, equivocation, and doubletalk? 
And why do officials (the Presidium, the 
clergy members of the Board of Control, the 
seminary president and its academic dean) 
devise or lend themselves to “procedure” 
which fails to come to grips with the real 
issues in this Controversy, cloaks the errors 
of one (or more) of our professors, even en- 
dorses them and gives this endorsement the 
widest publicity — at our expense — and 
suppresses their distinct repudiation, which 
is necessary for the preservation of the 
Truth? Formula of Concord, Trigl. p. 855:14. 


Since the Presidium makes it a point to 2: 


declare that “No compromise has been in- 
volved in reaching agreement” with Dr. Schar- 
lemann, the conclusion is justified that it is 
really his position that has now been en- 
dorsed. We still pray that this may be the 
case only because the Presidium has failed 
to see through that position. Lest this be over- 
looked, it needs to be said that the professor 
acknowledges no change IN SUBSTANCE in 
his essays. Any alleged changes are admitted- 
ly confined to matters of methodology, lan- 
guage, terminology (concerning the use of 
“inerrancy”), clarification, emphasis, fuller 
context, and style. (Q. 17.) If anything need- 
ed to be added to this, it could all be summed 
up in the one word tactology. The professor 
has admitted a lack of patience and “‘tact” in 
the manner of presentation of materials, not 
in the materials themselves. He has made a 
tactful withdrawal of a few sentences (Q. 10; 
12-13; 18; Introduction to the REPORT), well 
hedged about by explanations of lack of un- 
derstanding on our part as reason for this; 
and he has substituted equivalents which 
render even these few strategic ‘“withdraw- 
als” of no consequence. As we view the work 
of Prof. Scharlemann, there come to mind the 
words of one of the German classicists (Goe- 
the?) which in a poor rendering, would go 
something like this: Many lines will not suf- 
fice to correct this work; One line through 
the whole will do it! 


The Issue in Missouri Today 


In Tit. 1,9 pastors (and this goes for 
professors too) are told that they must, over 
against opposition to it, hold to the faithful 
Word according to the doctrine (Greek: the 
trustworthy, reliable Word — the word oc- 
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curs five times more in the Pastoral Epistles 
of the Apostle Paul: I Tim. 1, 15; 3, 1; 4, 8-9; 
II Tim. 2, 11-12; Tit. 1,9 — and all Scripture 
is profitable for doctrine, II Tim. 3, 14-17) 
that he may be able by sound doctrine both 
to exhort and to convict those who speak 
against it. Is this faithful Word now to be 
regarded as a discrepant Word -—- a Word 
full of errors, by whatever name one may 
choose more tactfully to call them? It would 
have to be so regarded if Dr. Scharlemann 
had his way. And the present REPORT has 
served notice on us that so far as the Presi- 
dent of our St. Louis seminary, its Academic 
Dean, the clergy members of its Board of 
Control and the general Presidium of Synod 
are concerned, Dr. Scharlemann is to have his 
way, — UNLESS WE PREVENT THIS. 


This is the issue as it now confronts us in 
the CONTROVERSY CONCERNING THE 
WORD OF GOD within the Missouri Synod. 


The Board of Control 
and Dr. Scharlemann’s Position 


The Board of Control of Concordia Semi- 
nary, which is specifically charged with SAFE- 
GUARDING Synod’s religious interests at that 
institution, already in the Lutheran Witness 
of April 4 (1961) announced that it had 
found no false doctrine in Prof Scharlemann’s 
essays. Through its Secretary, it had defended 
the professor in his false position from the 
beginning of this controversy. When we (CL) 
dealt with the Board through its Secretary 
and asked whether it and Dr. Scharlemann. 
were using and understanding the word ‘‘in- 
spiration” in its accustomed sense (and we 
have seen that as matters turned out Dr. 
Scharlemann has been using it in the false 
sense of a dynamic inspiration), the Secretary 
broke off the discussion and asked the Presi- 
dent of the District of which the editor of the 
CL is a member to “proceed” in whatever 
way he deemed best. The District President 
had the good sense to protect the editor, in 
accordance with the obligation placed on him 
by our synodical Constitution, Art. JII:1. 8. 
(For the Correspondence between the CLPB 
and the Board of Control cp. CL, January- 
March, 1960.) 


Obviously, the very asking of pertinent 
questions such as that which we asked is 
considered impertinent by the Board of Con- 
trol. A professor is said to have “proceeded 
in accordance with recommended synodical 
practice” in “having discussions” in which he 
repeatedly and vehemently defends his (false) 
teachings before large conferences, propagan- 


dizes them, causing the greatest consterna- 
tion throughout Synod. But we are not to 
discuss the issues he has raised. As far as the 
Board of Control is concerned, we are meek- 
ly to submit to “procedure” against us for so 
much as asking proper questions. 


The CLPB and the Presidium 


The editor of the Confessional Lutheran 
and the congregation which he serves had 
meanwhile (Oct. 5, 1959) begun a corre- 
spondence with the President of Synod in 
which they asked that, in keeping with Syn- 
od’s first avowed purpose or object (Const., 
Art. III, 1), Dr. Scharlemann be promptly re- 
moved from the teaching ministry of our 
church and his errors distinctly repudiated. 
In reply they received no more than suspen- 
sion of judgment, the information that the 
matter was being placed into the hands of 
the seminary President, and a faulting for 
having troubled the President of Synod by 
not having followed such a “procedure” 
themselves. (Cp. Correspondence in CL, Jan- 
uary-February, 1960.) Overtures on the mat- 
ter were addressed to District conventions 
both in 1960 and in 1961. But representatives 
of the President of Synod dissuaded them 
from taking action adverse to Dr. Scharle- 
mann and his position. In Aug. 1960 the Iowa 
District East was even told that the matter 
had been resolved and moved to thank God 
for its resolution! A notable exception was 
the convention of the Texas District, which 
in 1960, in the presence of Pres. Behnken, 
adopted a resolution publicly repudiating Dr. 
Scharlemann’s attack on Scripture and urging 
the Presidium of Synod and/or the Board of 
Control of Concordia Seminary in St. Louis 
immediately to suspend him from the position 
of professor at our seminary. The whole de- 
plorable history of this case shows that trou- 
blesome things will not go away by just 
imagining that they don’t exist or by wishing 
they were no longer there. 

Within a week of the receipt of the Presi- 
dent’s Letter of 8-22-60 to Missouri’s clergy, 
which proposed a Scripturally unacceptable 
settlement of the Scharlemann Case, the 
CLPB on Aug. 31, 1960 initiated correspond- 
ence with the President in which it pleaded 
for a meeting with the Presidium, for the pur- 
pose of making clear the Scriptural unaccept- 
ableness of such a settlement. Although our 
efforts for such a meeting have been con- 
tinued all this while, the President has not 
yet agreed to a meeting in which discussion 
of the doctrinal issues in the Scharlemann 
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Case — requisite to any proper settlement 
of it — would be given priority. The CLPB 
has recently (Dec. 28) again renewed its 
plea, adding that the REPORT of Nov. 29, 
1961 be included in the basis of discussion 
in such a meeting. We trust that the thou- 
sands of members of synod who, as individu- 
als, congregations, district, and other groups 
have directed “sharp criticism” against Dr. 
Scharlemann’s essays will do as much, with- 
out delay. It is indeed imperative that the 
church, which depends on the guidance of the 
Holy Spirit (Scripture), when faced with at- 
tacks on the divine revelation as it is in the 
case of Dr. Scharlemann, exercise its God- 
given right and duty. Our church is im- 
periled by imminent destruction as a confes- 
sional body in this great Controversy Con- 
cerning the Word of God. We cannot and dare 
not indifferently follow the way of Rome, 
which leaves matters of doctrine to an official 
hierarchy. The Lutheran way to true unity 
and peace in the Church is stated in the 
Formula of Concord as follows: 

“For the preservation of pure doctrine 
and for thorough, permanent, godly unity 
in the Church it is necessary not only that 
the pure, wholesome doctrine be rightly 
presented, but also that the opponents 
who teach otherwise be reproved, I Tim. 
3; IL Tim. 3, 16; Tit. 1,9.” (Trigl. p. 855: 
14.) And — “It is evident that theologians 
have mingled with Christian doctrine more 
of philosophy than was sufficient. Nor 
ought their influence appear so great that 
it will never be lawful to dissent from 
their disputations, because at the same 
time many errors are found among them.” 
(Apology ‘of the Augsburg Confession, 
Trigl. p. 225, emphasis added.) 

It was not an easy thing for our fathers 
to implement the above principles in their 
practice, but because they acted with God- 
given wisdom and courage we became heirs 
of the pure doctrine of the Reformation. 
Should we expect to have an easier time of it 
if we want to retain the Truth? 


* * * * 


LORD GOD, THY NAME IS BEING PRO- 
FANED BY THE TEACHING OF THOSE 
WHO TEACH OTHERWISE THAN THY 
WORD TEACHES. WE PRAY THEE, GRA- 
CIOUSLY GRANT THAT THERE MAY BE 
AN END AMONG US TO THE ASSAULTS 
ON THAT WORD, AS THOUGH IT WERE 
NOT WHOLLY TRUSTWORTHY, AND 
GRANT THAT IT MAY AGAIN BE TAUGHT 
IN ITS TRUTH AND PURITY, SO THAT 


THY NAME MAY BE TRULY HALLOWED 
AMONG US. WE ASK THIS FOR JESUS’, 
THY LIVING WORD’S SAKE. AMEN! 


@ The Meaning of the Special Report 
Concerning the Scharlemann Case 


Dr. Martin H. Scharlemann, who special- 
izes in “interpretation,” has spoken concern- 
ing the meaning of A REPORT concerning 
his doctrinal position, sent Missouri’s clergy 
under date of Nov. 29 (1961) and subsequent- 
ly published as a SPECIAL REPORT in the 
Lutheran Witness (Dec. 26). We have already 
reproduced a letter of the professor dated 
Dec. 22, in which he speaks of the meaning 
of this report, which announced agreement 
with the professor’s position, reached by Mis- 
souri’s Presidium in a meeting held in Sept. 
26-27. However, since we wish to comment 
on the letter, we shall again record it here- 
with. The letter reads as follows: 

“In reply to your letter of Dec. 19, 
may I say that none of my papers ever 
contained false doctrine. Hence there was 
nothing to retract. This point should be 
made abundantly clear by ‘A Report to 
ALL Members, ete.’ 

“Nor does any other signatory of the 
document you refer to [the REPORT] 
hold that these essays of mine contain 
false doctrine. That’s why you read noth- 
ing about retraction in the report. 

“That they contain any kind of false 
doctrine could be believed and held only 
by such as pervert and distort even the 
simplest English. It is these that have 
shown themselves to be the division- 
mongers that Romans 16:17. 18 so strong- 
ly condemns. 

“Sincerely, 
Martin Scharlemann 
Professor of NT Interpretation” 


No False Doctrine! 

Dr. Scharlemann’s continued insistence 
that none of his papers ever contained false 
doctrine speaks for itself and hardly needs 
comment; only emphasis. It should dispel 
once and forever all assumption or assertions 
to the contrary, as though he had ever ad- 
muted that his papers do contain false doc- 
rine. 


“You Read Nothing About Retraction” 


Dr. Scharlemann’s insistence that “you 
read nothing about retraction in the report” 
is, of course, contrary to fact. (Some of us 
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can and do still read!) The report plainly 
reads, in its introductory statements: “Dr. 
~Scharlemann has retracted the sentence 


SL ‘Scriptures are not themselves a revelation’ 


.. .” (Emphasis supplied.) What can be the 
explanation of the contradiction by which we 
are here faced? 


The professor’s own words in Question, 
13 of the report regarding this particular 
matter read: “I therefore withdraw the state- 
ment.” (Emphasis added.) Does the profes- 
sor attach to the word “withdraw” a meaning 
different from that of “retract” used in the 
introductory part of the report? Doesn’t his 
signature cover the whole report? Did the 
Presidium and the professor fail to reach 
agreement after all? 


We shall at this time forego further dis- 
cussion which suggests itself concerning this 
matter, except to say that if we wanted to 
be facetious we could state that in any case, 
in the sense that the professor makes a dis- 
tinction between these two words, his insist- 
ence that “you read nothing about retraction 
in the report” is ‘true’ even though it is not 
factual. For whatever “retraction” (or “with- 
drawal’’) is announced in this report is worse 
than just meaningless, since an even stronger 
statement has been substituted for it, as we 
have shown in another article. The “discrep- 
ancy” that appears here does not affect the 
“reliability” of Dr. Scharlemann’s letter with- 
in the framework of its single function, which 
is to make us wise to his being saved as pro- 
fessor at Concordia Seminary. It is a record 
of, and witness to, and medium of the self- 
disclosure of the Presidium (and other sig- 
natories) — the revealing of their mind and 
will — by the act of issuing that report. 


Has There Be Some Change 
of Mind and Heart? 


It is an interesting fact that as late as 
April 26, 1961 the President of the Missouri 
Synod stated: “From the very fact that we 
dealt with Dr. Scharlemann as we did you 
can draw the conclusion — and rightly so — 
that we were not in agreement with the doc- 
trinal position which he espoused in his pa- 
pers.” (Emphasis added.) “We” refers to the 
whole Presidium. This includes a clergy mem- 
ber of the Seminary Board of Control, which 
had already before April 26 reported in the 
Lutheran Witness (April 4, p. 21) that that 
in which they do (or did) not entirely agree 
with him “is not to be understood as a body 
of doctrine.” Also a letter of Dec. 22, 1959 
toa members of the now ousted Trinity Con- 


gregation in Crete, Il, should be compared, 
in which the President stated his conviction 
that Dr. Scharlemann’s attitude toward Scrip- 
ture “must not stand nor spread in our 
midst.” (Cp. CL, March 1960, p. 21f.) 


It isn’t for us, of course, to reconcile the 
conviction previously expressed by the Presi- 
dent with his more recent findings as an- 
nounced in the conclusion of the Report (Nov. 
29, 1961) concerning the Scharlemann Case: 
That the professor is in full agreement with 
the teaching of Scripture, etc. What interests 
us just now is Dr. Scharlemann’s insistence 
that ‘only by such as pervert and distort the 
simplest English” could it be believed that 
his essays contain any kind of false doctrine, 
and the President’s own assurance that there 
has been ‘a change of mind and heart” in 
this matter. (Letter to the clergy, 8-22-60.) 
Would Prof. Scharlemann charge that the 
President of Synod perverted and distorted 
the simplest English when he and Synod’s 
Vice-Presidents (one of whom is at the same 
time a clergy member of the Board of Con- 
trol) “were not in agreement with the doc- 
trinal position which he espoused in his pa- 
pers”? (Our emphasis.) And since Dr. Schar- 
lemann now insists that none of the signa- 
tories of the Report hold that his essays con- 
tain false doctrine, does he mean to advise 
us that THE PRESIDIUM and at least one 
clergy member of the Board of Control of 
the seminary, rather than he, have under- 
gone a change of mind and heart with respect 
to his doctrinal position? 


@® Perversion and Distortion of Lan- 
guage in the Scharleman 
Controversy 


In the letter of Dr. Scharlemann reported 
in a preceding article, the professor says 
that “only such as pervert and distort even 
the simplest English” could believe and hold 
that his essays contain any kind of false doc- 
trine. 


Let us point out that it is very unscholar- 
ly (and also rather uncharitable!) to hurl 
around such grave charges without even so 
much as an honest attempt at substantiating 
them. We are living in a responsible society. 
And up to now our church has not been 
known as one in which the gravest judgments 
involving condemnation of others have been 
expected to be blindly accepted merely be- 
cause —- someone has said so! (We may add 
that this is a common practice in the defense 
of liberalism. Some people call it “smear.’’) 
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We steadfastly maintain that it is a base- 
less charge and wholesale defamation when 
the professor suggests that the President of 
the Missouri Synod and others were pervert- 
ting and distorting the simplest English when 
the former stated that he and the Vice-Presi- 
dents of Synod (whose personel includes a 
clergy member of the seminary Board of Con- 
trol) were not in agreement with the doctri- 
nal position espoused in the professor’s pa- 
pers and that his attitude toward Scripture 
must not spread in our midst, — which re- 
mains our own unalterable conviction. 


Since the professor has raised this partic- 
ular issue, that there is perversion and dis- 
tortion of the simplest English in the fateful 
Controversy concerning the Word of God 
within the Missouri Synod which he has in- 
cited, we shall state without hesitation that 
this, alas! is only too true. But we must add 
at once that it is precisely the professor him- 
self who constantly resorts to such a practice 
in his persistent efforts to maintain his sub- 
versive doctrinal position. This we shall now 
convincingly set forth without the least fear 
of successful contradiction. 


Truth, Fact, Myth 


1. It is certainly perversion and distortion 
of the simplest English when the professor in 
a paper “prepared only for faculty discus- 
sion” (cp. LW, Apr. 4, 1961, p. 14) insists 
as follows: “Proceeding now to a further con- 
sideration of the concept of inerrancy, we 
need to keep in mind that it is a modern 
heresy to identify truth with fact.” (Our 
emphasis.) And it must be added with the 
greatest emphasis that it is, moreover, de- 
ceiving the hearts of the unsuspecting, Rom. 
16, 17-18, under such circumstances to report 
without firther ado to the several millions of 
members of the Missouri Synod outside the 
faculty that certain officials have reached 
agreement with the professor in which he 
insists as follows: “To be properly used of 
the Scriptures, the term ‘inerrancy’ must be 
seen in the light of the Biblical understand- 
ing of truth and error.” (Report, Q. 8; our 
emphasis. Cp. also the professor’s answers 
to Q. 9 and 10.) 

In his answer to Q. 5 of the recent Report 
concerning his position, Prof. Scharlemann 
moreover states: “I have always [note this 
word “always’’!] categorically rejected Bult- 
mann’s demythologizing.” We wholehearted- 
ly believe the professor, and we have always 
so understood him. But we understand him, 
too, when he then proceeds to set forth (in 


an occult manner!) that wherein his partic- 
ular method of “interpreting” alleged MYTH, 
which he IN COMMON WITH BULTMANN 
insists does exist in the Bible, differs from 
that of the great German heretic of our day. 
He feels no need whatever to retract (or 
“withdraw’’?) his statement, “Bultmann can 
quite rightly say that the only historical state- 
ment in the Apostles’ Creed is the sentence, 
‘He suffered under Pontius Pilate, was cruci- 
fied, dead and buried.” (Faculty Paper. We 
are touching on only a small portion of what 
the St. Louis professor says in this paper by 
way of his commitment to the modern view 
that the Bible contains myth. This affects also 
question 20 and 21, which, like most others, 
are not really to the point!) Let us repeat: 
We sincerely believe the professor (and we 
have always understood him) when he says 
that he has always categorically rejected Bult- 
mann’s “demythologizing” (also when setting 
forth the above-quoted statement in his Fac- 
ulty Paper); that is, that heretic’s particular 
method of handling alleged myth in the Bible. 
Dr. Scharlemann has his own brand of “in- 
terpretation” by which he extracts “truth” 
out of myth which he contends exists in the 
Bible and which he insists is not to be taken 
as fact. Now, let us ask: Do you think the 
average reader of the Lutheran Witness will 
have grasped Dr. Scharlemann’s “simple 
English” in his answer to Q. 5 in the Report? 
Or do you think that, for such readers, the 
language there used will serve to conceal 
more than it reveals? For our part we insist 
that the Report is not a revelation! 


“The Utter Reliability of the Written Word” 


2. We insist that it is perversion and dis- 
tortion of the simplest English (and that it 
involves the same kind of deception which we 
have pointed out above) when the professor 
is in the same Report without further expla- 
nation permitted to tell the millions of souls 
who read the Lutheran Witness: ‘“‘Once I ad- 
vocated elimination of the term ‘inerrancy,’ 
Now I argue for its retention to underline 
the utter reliability of the written Word. This 
is what I meant; and I certainly tried to make 
this very clear at the time” that is, at the time 
when he presented his essay on The Bible 
as Record etc. to a number of conferences 
which he exploited in his “exploration” of 
the nature of Holy Scripture in accordance 
with Modernism’s method of “scientific” in- 
vestigation. (Report, Q. 10. Emphasis on term, 
there; the rest of it, ours.) Those millions 
are not told that what Prof. Scharlemann 
meant and certainly tried to make very clear 
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at the time is that by ‘the utter reliability of 
the written Word” he means no more than 
that the Biblical documents ‘‘must be under- 
stood as reliable [only] within the frame- 
work of the [alleged] single function of the 
Bible, which is to ‘make us wise unto salva- 
tion.’”’ (The Bible as Record etc., p. 14:2; 
our emphasis. ) 


Infallibility 


3. It is certainly the gravest perversion 
and distortion of the simplest English when 
the millions of readers of the Lutheran Wit- 
ness are reassured that Prof. Scharlemann 
remains conscious of his ordination and in- 
stallation vow, by which he was solemnly 
pledged to the Scriptures (the pure, clear 
fountain of Israel — Formula of Concord), 
as “the only infallible rule of faith and prac- 
tice” (Report, Q. 1); and when he then limits 
this infallibility to which he has been so 
solemnly pledged to a mere “kind of” infal- 
libility which most definitely leaves room 


after all for a kind of fallibility and human. 


imperfection which he continues to insist is 
to be found in the Bible, alleged instances of 
which he now labels “discrepancies.” (Re- 
port, Q. 9.) 


Inspiration 


4. It is certainly perversion and distortion 
of the simplest English when the professor 
in assuring Synod’s many mmbers that he 
has not forgotten his solemn pledge to the 
Scriptures (this should read, more precisely, 
by the way: “to the Canonical Books of the 
Old and New Testament”! The Lutheran 
Agenda, p. 127) “as the inspired Word of 
God” (Report, Q. 1); while it is left unex- 
plained to these many unsuspecting souls that 
the “inspiration” for which the professor 
stands is no more than Modernism’s dynamic 
(“power”) doctrine of inspiration. See his 
formal statement about this in the President’s 
Letter of 8-22-60 to Missouri’s clergy; and 
don’t overlook that this is admittedly a matter 
of doctrine! The particular ‘dynamic’ doc- 
trine of inspiration which Dr. Scharlemann 
professes and contends for is no more than 
power to “testify to Christ.” (Revelation and 
Inspiration, p. 16:6.) This is merely spiritual 
illumination — something which every Chris- 
tian possesses in some degree or another. (Cp. 
Luther’s Explanation of the Third Article of 
the Apostles’ Creed in the Small Catechism. ) 
It leaves room for endless human fallibility. 
It is precisely to this that the professor’s doc- 
trine and his perversion and distortion of 
language are geared. 


“The Word of God” 


5. It is certainly perversion and distortion 
of the simplest English when the professor 
insists that the mighty acts of God are always 
to be understood as ‘“‘deed-words,” that “the 
words of God” means His mighty acts, and 
that the Bible accordingly is “the Word of 
God” in this sense. (God’s Acts as Revelation, 
CTM, p. 215; The Bible as Record, etc., p. 15: 
5; p. 1, and elsewhere; generally, throughout 
this essay.) And certainly, the same decep- 
tion that we have been speaking of is clearly 
involved here, too, when this is made no more 
clear to members of Synod than what is the 
case in Q. 11 of the Report. 


Revelation 


6. As regards the professor’s position con- 
cerning revelation, we can hardly charge per- 
version and distortion of language here. For 
he says right out — and this is most im- 
portant to him, because it is basic to his whole 
exploration of the nature of Holy Scripture 
in the light of Modernism’s method of “scien- 
tific” investigation, in accordance with which 
he limits revelation to God Himself IN HIS 
ACTS: “The Scriptures do not speak of them- 
selves as a revelation.” (Q. 12; cp. also Q. 138.) 

But we must here accuse the professor of 
doubletalk in view of what he says further in 
Q. 12 and 18, as has been shown in another 
article of our journal. In view of what he 
says e.g. in his answers to these two ques- 
tions as compared with what he says in Q. 3 
(“I do not mean that the doctrine of our 
church is out of date,” our emphasis), we 
must, moreover, accuse him also of prevari- 
cation. 


Dr. Scharlemann and 
Missouri’s Brief Statement 


7, And then there is still the matter of the 
professor’s position over against the Brief 
Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the 
Missouri Synod. To refer only to this, our 
synod confesses in the very first sentence of 
this document: “We teach that the Holy 
Scriptures differ from all other books in the 
world in that they are the Word of God. They 
are the Word of God because the holy men 
of God who wrote the Scriptures wrote only 
that which the Holy Ghost communicated to: 
them by inspiration, II Tim. 3,16; II Pet. 1, 
21.” In the original (and official) German 
text of the Brief Statement the words which 
we have underlined read: “nur das schrieben, 
was der Heilige Geist ihnen eingab.” (Our 
emphasis.) Certainly, this is revelation. It is 


Tue CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 29 


a special form of revelation. (There are nu- 
merous ways of revelation: by direct speech, 
as e.g. in the Seven Letters of the Apoca- 
lypse; by signs as elsewhere throughout the 
same book —- “signified,” 1.1; by visions, 
dreams; etc. It should also be added that 
what has been said clearly speaks of the 
Bible as a revelation as to its content and 
its form; that is, as to its very words and the 
modes of speech employed: all is of God.) 

But Dr. Scharlemann denies that the Scrip- 
tures speak of themselves as a revelation. In 
other words, to him it is not a Scriptural 
doctrine that the Bible is a revelation. He in- 
sists: “Revelation does not consist in unveil- 
ing timeless truths.” (The Bible as Record 
etc., p. 15:5.) Such denial is clearly protected 
by his restrictive statement: “I believe and 
accept the doctrinal content of the Brief State- 
ment.” Ete. (Q. 1; our emphasis.) Mental 
reservation is here employed, since it is not 
disclosed just what the professor does and 
what he does not regard as doctrine, and 
what he accordingly excludes by his qualified 
“acceptance” of (only an unspecified portion 
of) the Brief Statement. We can, however, 
ascertain this from his Faculty Paper and 
from his various other essays. These must 
serve as the basis of any honest examination 
of Prof. Scharlemann’s doctrinal or theologi- 
cal position. 

For instance, in his faculty paper on The 
Inerrancy of Scripture (which begins with 
the sentence “In this paper I propose to de- 
fend the paradox that the Book of God’s 
truth contains errors’), the professor specifi- 
cally directs himself to Missouri’s Brief State- 
ment and in a disdainful and overbearing 
spirit most critically downgrades it by say- 
ing that in certain theological discussions 
(with other Lutherans — the ALC, etc.) for 
which it was designed “it did not get much 
serious scrutiny |!| because many things 
were assumed to have been permanently 
fixed and formulated, which, in fact, can 
never be expressed absolutely in any lan- 
guage [!].” What a totally different spirit 
is here revealed from that of genuine Lu- 
theranism, which insists: “Being instructed 
from the Prophetic and Apostolic Scriptures, 
we are sure concerning our doctrine and con- 
fession, and by the grace of the Holy Ghost 
our minds and consciences have been con- 
firmed to a greater degree’! (Preface to the 
Book of Concord, Trigl., p. 21.) 

The St. Louis professor then goes on to 
say: 

Possibly, therefore, you will not mis- 
understand me [we don’t!] when I say 


that I want to direct myself to that sen- 

tence in the first paragraph of the Brief 

Statment which reads: 

“Since the Holy Scriptures are the Word 
of God, it goes without saying that they 
contain no errors or contradictions, but 
that they are in all their parts and words 
the infallible truth, also in those parts 
which treat of historical, geographical, 
and other secular matters, John 10, 35.” 
(Emphasis by Prof. Scharlemann. ) 

I for one cannot bring myself to the 
point of believing that this sentence was 
explored in all of its dimensions before 
it was adopted. If it had been, I should 
think less of those who taught us than 
I want to. At the same time I entertain 
the hope that this sentence could not, in 
the wording quoted, pass this faculty to- 
day, or, if it did, that the terms ‘truth,’ 
‘error,’ ‘contradiction,’ and ‘historical’ 
would. receive some very careful and limit- 
ing definitions. For, as the statement reads, 
it is a pure rationalization, built on the as- 
sumption that our Scriptures are, like the 
Book of Mormon, a gift that fell straight 
from heaven, when in fact, it is the book 
of THE PEOPLE of God, with all that such 
a statement implies [factual error!]. I have 
quoted this particular sentence from the 
BRIEF STATEMENT because it rather ac- 
curately describes what actually passes for 
inerrancy in our circles. Putting it more 
Specifically, inerrancy is understood to 
mean: 1. that the Pentateuch, Joshua, Judg- 
es, the Books of Samuel and Kings, Chron- 
icles and even the Gospels |!] offer us 
genuine history; 2. that these accounts are 
historically accurate in every detail; and 
3. that any secular matters described or 
alluded to contain no errors in fact.” 
(Emphases ours. Notice also the use of 
the word “explored” in the first sentence 
of this paragraph; it gives one some idea 
as to what Dr. Scharlemann’s “explora- 
tory” theology means! ) 

Now, “you read nothing about retraction.” 
Who said this? Dr. Scharlemann! The pro- 
fessor now argues for the retention of the 
word “inerrancy” to underline the limiting 
definition, declared imperative already in his 
faculty paper, which he has since given it — 
Report, Q. 10; The Bible as Record etc., p. 
14:2, to which we are referred in Q. 10 of 
the Report by the statement “This is what. 
I meant; and I certainly tried to make this 
very clear at the time.” All of this shows 
something of the meaning of Dr. Scharle- 
mann’s insistence that our church must be 
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made ready (conditioned) for a change, Re- 
port, Q. 4. 

Does this look to you as though the St. 
Louis professor “takes a proper position with 
regard to the formulations of the doctrinal 
position of the Synod, specifically the Brief 
Statement” (Conclusion of Report)? Isn’t it, 
rather, clear as day that Dr. Scharlemann 
desparately wants to get rid of the doctrinal 
formulations of the doctrinal position of the 
Synod, specifically the Brief Statement, one 
way or another? 


@ Dr. Scharlemann 
and Romans 16, 17-18 


In the letter of Prof. Scharlemann which 
has been reproduced above, the professor 
says that it is those who hold that his essays 
contain false doctrine who have “shown them- 
selves to be the division-mongers that Romans 
16, 17-18 so strongly condemns.” 

There are two things that are commend- 
able in Prof. Scharlemann’s employment of 
Rom. 16, 17-18. 

The first of these is that the professor 
recognizes that this Scripture passage can; 
still be used in our day at all. There are 
those, within the Missouri Synod, who deny 
this. They say that we don’t know who or 
what kind of people they were whom the 
Apostle had in mind when he penned these 
warning words, and that the text is there- 
fore useless for our day; that, in any case, 
it cannot be used against any who still pros 
fess to be Christians, perhaps even Luther- 
ans! The text, however, is clear: it warns 
against any and all who persist in causing 
doctrinal division and offense — division and 
offense against what we have learned from 
Scripture. So understood, the professor right- 
ly says that it is directed against “division- 
mongers.” 

The second thing which is commendable 
in Dr. Scharlemann’s employment of this pas- 
sage is the fact that he recognizes that in it 
a judgment is pronounced on those against 
whom it warns us; that it strongly condemns 
them. This is true. The text says that they 
that are such as are described in v. 17 (these 
inasmuch as they are such) are not serving 
our Lord Jesus Christ but their own inter- 
ests, their own Ego, their own “belly” as the 
AV has it (a Greek idiom, which must be 
properly understood). Reject that, and you 
are rejecting Scripture. 

But now see how Dr. Scharlemann is mis- 
using this important text precisely AGAINST 


those who are resisting his division-monger- 
ing through introduction of his subversive 
doctrine into our Church; against those who 
under the gracious influence of the Holy 
Spirit are determined in the obedience of 
faith to cling to the revealed Word of God 
as the inerrant guide of their faith and life. 


This is something which, as we know, has 
been going on in the Church’s outward fel- 
lowship at least since the days of Ahab and 
Elijah (I Kings 18, 17-18). It had to come 
also among us, as a result of the ‘‘procedure”’ 
which our Presidium has been employing. 
For, error is never permanently satisfied with 
being merely tolerated or enjoying equal 
rights within a church. It seeks ultimate su- 
premacy and domination, and it will not rest 
until it has either attained that end or beer 
cast out of a church. Seriously apply Scrip- 
ture to it and make it clear that its position, 
is divisive and that it will, in accordance with 
Rom. 16, 17-18, not be tolerated, and it will 
pervert the use of that passage, as it perverts 
Scripture generally to its own subversive 
ends, and turn against you with it, forgetting 
its “love.” There can be no compromising 
in such a matter, nor evasion of the issue. 


Unless the Presidium reverses its course, 
we can expect even worse to come. It wiil 
have to help liberalism fill its cup of iniquity. 
As a matter of fact, pastors and congrega- 
tions are already, as a result of the Scharle- 
mann fiasco and related offense, being sepa- 
rated from each other, divided, driven to 
leave Synod, or ousted — even by procedure 
which is clearly contrary to the synodical 
constitution! 


Missouri Officially in a State of Flux 


Under God, our fathers built up Missouri 
from scratch in the face of the most formi- 
dable odds, by sound doctrine and firm evan- 
gelical discipline in practice, until it became 
known throughout the world — far out of 
proportion to its membership, although this 
too was blessed by God with growth beyond 
all expectations. 


Missouri has now lost its theological lead- 
ership and is officially in a state of flux. This 
is borne out not only by the now Presidial- 
approved propagandizing of outright Mod- 
ernism by Prof Scharlemann (and others, es- 
pecially also at Valparaiso University), but 
also by other tendencies and movements 
which, since they are being permitted to go 
on without let or hindrance, are more and 
more enjoying a field-day among us. Among 
these are the High Church Movement — the 
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false tendency to exalt an externalized Church 
through espousal of Catholic pietism, practice, 
and doctrine with their false notions of 
sacramentalism, mysticism, formalism, and 
hierarchism, — and the all-embracing, indif- 
ferent falsely so called “Ecumenical” Move- 
ment of our day, in which all other divisive 
movements realize their final “synthesis.” 

Representatives of these various move- 
ments within our midst have been quick to 
sense and detect the great theological void 
that exists in Missouri’s non-descript “proce- 
dure”-minded officialism. Realizing that a 
church cannot exist in a vacuum, each of 
them is in its own divisive way seizing the 
opportunity to press upon our church its 
program of “renewal,” while we continue to 
ask for the old paths, where there is rest for 
our souls (Jer. 6,16). 

Besides what has already been referred 
to, the results of Missouri’s official lack of 
theological leadership are to be seen on the 
one hand in the break-up of the Synodical 
Conference, which our fathers under God 
succeeded in bringing into being by dint of 
hard labor. It is seen on the other hand in of- 
ficial yielding to pressure to submit (first 
reluctantly, then apologetically, and finally 
without further apparent qualms) to the pro- 
gram of the National Lutheran Council, whose 
leaders are up to their necks in the false 
“ecumenical” movement of our day. That doc- 
trinally defunct ecclesiastical body is to be 
revamped in its organizational structure in 
order to make room for a compliant Missouri, 
which is to feed on its “common theological 
study” — if certain officials of Missouri have 
their way. 

Truly, the Cleveland Convention of our 
church in June will be Missouri’s Crisis Con- 
vention! 

The battle for restoration of the pure 
Word in our midst goes on. Its outcome, un- 
der God, depends on you. It is up to you to 
help reverse the situation brought about by 
official endorsement of Dr. Scharlemann’s 
Modernism and other forces of decay which, 
unless they are halted, are hastening our 
church to its confessional doom. 


© The Abomination of Desolation in 
Missouri’s Holy Place 


It is indeed a revolutionary experience 
within the Missouri Synod to see Christ-deny- 
ing Jews and Modernists stand at the lectern 
and on the platform where Drs. F. Pieper and 
Ludwig Fuerbringer once stood. Yet, such 


was the case when that fellowship of theolog- 
ical crethi and plethi, the Society of Biblical 
Literature and Exegesis, held its annual meet- 
ing on December 26-28 at Concordia Semi- 
nary in St. Louis. Here is implementation, 
with vengeance, of the thinking of Prof. 
Scharlemann expressed in his answer to Ques- 
tion 4 of the REPORT TO ALL MEMBERS OF 
THE [MISSOURI] SYNOD BY THE PRESI- 
DIUM etc. recently sent our clergy and pub- 
lished in the Lutheran Witness of Dec. 26: 
“that our church must be made ready (con- 
ditioned) for a change.” Missouri is being 
pushed around “‘the Bend in the Road”! (Prof. 
Scharlemann, in the Lutheran Chaplain, 
Christmas issue, 1958.) 


Rabbi Samuel Sandmel, professor of He- 
brew Union College in Cincinnati, Ohio, is 
president of this motley society of 2100 mem- 
bers from the United States, Canada, and 
Europe, 500 of whom participated in this 
year’s meeting. (Lodging at the seminary: 
$1.00 per night.) 


To give just an example or two of the 
“wisdom” that was disseminated at this gath- 
ering, one of the participants in the meeting 
pointed out that Wellhausen has been de- 
bunked, but that we have nothing better. 
(Julius Wellhausen, German professor, 1844- 
1918, developed, along the lines of evolution- 
istic “science,” the theory of E. Reuss and 
Graf, that the Pentateuch is basically of post- 
exilic origin.) And so also, it was said, the 
JEDP source theory is “wobbly,” but we have 
nothing better. (The JEDP source theory is 
Modernism’s theory that the books of Moses 
were not written by him — although Christ 
indicates that they were — but that they were 
compiled from various traditional sources 
500 years and more after his time and edited 
and re-edited until they attained the form in 
which we know them. The various imaginary 
compilers and redactors are designated as a 
“Jehovist’”? — more precisely as a number of 
Successive Jehovists, — an “Elohimist,” a 
“Deuteronomist” who supplied legal portions, 
and a “Priestly” editor who is supposed to 
have woven into the crazy-quilt-work such 
portions as would be of special concern to a 
representative of his craft.) 


One more example. An essayist on “Jesus 
as Teacher” presented the particular ‘“prob- 
lems” regarding his subject with which he was 
vainly wrestling. A tall blond man who looked 
like a Swedish Lutheran raised the point from 
the floor that “If we would take Jesus as God, 
the essayist’s problem would be solved.” The 
essayist responded: ‘“That’s theology; I'll 
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have nothing to do with theology in this’ — 
despite textual and instrinsic evidence! 

The modern scholarship represented at 
such gatherings as that which we are dis- 
cussing is in the line of succession of the 
scholastics of the Middle Ages and of ancient 
Jewry’s scribes. It is still milking the billy 
goat and holding the sieve under him. (Lu- 
ther. ) 

Today’s liberal-minded crop of Missouri- 
ans among our St. Louis faculty and else- 
where has a ready answer to any and all ob- 
jections to their being part and parcel of 
such an ungodly fellowship as that of the 
Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis. 
We must get in there and “witness” is their 
specious cry. (The following St. Louis profes- 
sors are members of the Society: Drs. Schar- 
lemann, Bretscher, Krentz, and von Rohr 
Sauer; Profs. F. W. Danker, Habel, H. T. 
Mayer, Michael, and W. Wenger.) Well, it 
has been reported by one who witnessed the 
sight of such “witnesses” in action that their 
“witness” was that they listened to the most 
Berne stuff with nary a word from 
them. 


Not quite. Once when the discussion of 
Gen. 3, 4.22 was getting along surprisingly 
well, someone spoke up: “Don’t you think 
that the editor of this portion of Genesis was 
weaving the Babylonian myths into the first 
part of the chapter?” If you had been there 
and had looked around, you would have seen 
that the speaker was a professor (Schroeder ) 
from Valparaiso University. 


Meetings of the Society of Biblical Litera- 
ture and Exegesis are held annually around 
Christmas, three years consecutively in New 
York City and the fourth year elsewhere. 
This was its first meeting in St. Louis. It is 
reported that St. Louis professors have been 
attending these meetings every Christmas, ex- 
penses paid. Is that the kind of “mission” to- 
ward which you are contributing mission of- 
ferings? 


® Limiting the Authority of Scripture 
to Matters of “Faith and Life” 


Professor Elmer J. Moeller, Springfield, Tl. 


(Editorial Note: The following article 
was written by Prof. Elmer J. Moeller, Con- 
cordia Seminary in Springfield, Missouri. It 
appeared as a Letter to the Editor in the De- 
cember 1961 issue of the Valparaiso Univer- 
sity Cresset. Its heading has been supplied 
by us. — CL.) 


Now and again, within our own circles, 
one encounters the support of a particular 
theological position which two decades ago 
was mentioned among us only by way of re- 
jection (and still is, in the Brief Statement). 
We have reference to a limitation of the au- 
thority of Scripture to matters of “faith and 
life,” as opposed to historical, geographical, 
and other “secular” matters. The point is 
made by some that God has given Scripture 
“for our learning” -— learning about our 
estrangement from God under the Law and 
our reconciliation to Him in the cross of Jesus 
Christ. God’s purpose in any part of Scrip- 
ture is to answer the one question which 
man can not work out for himself: “What 
must I do to be saved?” The conclusion is 
then drawn that when Scripture handles his- 
torical matters, e.g., the Creation, the Del- 
uge, the Exodus, the details of the Book of 
Daniel, et al. one is privileged to reject as 
erroneous what Scripture states, since Scrip- 
ture allegedly tells us that it doesn’t intend 
for us to learn anything about such matters 
from its pages anyway. 

In the days gone by proponents of this 
position in other areas of the Church have 
distinguished in Scripture between God’s 
Word, which is truth and must be taught, 
and man’s word, which may be overlooked. 
In honest openness they have rejected the 
doctrine of verbal inspiration. Nowadays. in 
our midst, with less candor, one catches 
echoes of formulations that speak of a verbal 
plenary inspiration of Scripture in which God 
wills to permit error in fact. But of course, 
the assurance comes, only those things in 
Scripture that have to do with “faith” are 
binding on the Christian conscience. 

From the viewpoint of protestant theolo- 
gical scholarship as we know it, such a formu- 
lation is a contradiction in itself. The term 
“verbal inspiration” in itself carries the con- 
cept of inerrancy and infallibility. One won- 
ders why anyone desires to retain the term 
when he rejects the meaning. 

Much could be said at this point about the 
use of erroneous exegesis of such passages 
as John 5,29; 20,21; II Tim. 3, 15-16. In 
these passages Jesus and Paul say that the 
Scriptures testify to Christ, that they are 
written that you might believe, that they are 
able to make wise unto salvation and are 
profitable for doctrine, reproof, correction, 
instruction in righteousness. As to the scope 
of these and similar passages, let this be said: 
They indicate the Scriptures as the object of 
our search. When we read what Scriptures 
say — and take them in their intended sense 
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at their face value — then in them you find 
testimony of Christ, wisdom unto salvation, 
instruction et al. But where is the external 
criterion by which one eliminates what is not 
intended to instruct in righteousness and to 
teach about God and His works, and by which 
one “shells out” the truth? All Scripture is 
profitable. . . . Scripture does not itself dis- 
tinguish as to what is authoritative and what 
is not. It is all authoritative. 

In this connection we cannot avoid men- 
tioning the so-called Law-Gospel criterion of 
truth in Scripture. If it’s either Law or Gos- 
pel, so this position goes, then it’s true. If 
not, then one doesn’t have to believe it. But, 
we wonder, where do the criteria of Law and 
Gospel come from in the first place? From 
the reliable or the unreliable parts of Scrip- 
ture? Who decides what is Law and what is 
Gospel, if the decision rests on prior deci- 
sions as to the portions of Scripture that God 
err wants us to accept as His revealed 
truth? 


Now as to the criterion of faith. What- 
ever has to do with faith, so the position goes, 
must be accepted as inerrant Word of God. 
But the questions arise: Whose faith? What 
kind of faith? 


Saving faith? Our little son, we trust, has 
saving faith. But he doesn’t believe explicitly 
at this time in what Scripture says about the 
Trinity, or Holy Communion, or Original Sin, 
or the Satanic Powers, or most other dogmas 
of the Church. Since he believes in Jesus as 
Lord, how could anyone censure him as he 
grows older, should he deny the Real Pres- 
ence, or the need for Infant Baptism — if he 
should feel that what Scripture says on these 
things is not necessary for his faith? 


The reply at this juncture is, I suppose, 
that these things are all a part of the circle of 
faith. Buf who decides the circle of faith? 
There are, for example, New Testament schol- 
ars of enormous capabilities and fantastic 
professional accomplishments who contend 
that the earliest Church in Jerusalem did not 
have the Lord’s Supper as Corinth did, and 
that the Synoptic testimony to the Lord’s Sup- 
per is merely what the Church of the late first 
century believed about the Lord’s Supper, not 
what Jesus actually had taught. The Lord’s 
Supper, as we know it, so the scholars con- 
tend, is a development of history — it is 
something historical in Scripture. And, of 
course, Scripture is supposedly not trust- 
worthy in things historical. 


There is not an article of faith in the Lu- 
theran Confessions that we know of which 


cannot be set aside on this same basis; name- 
ly, the conclusion of certain scholars that the 
presence of a teaching in New Testament 
documents merely shows what the later New 
Testament church believed as opposed to 
what the earliest Church believed Jesus 
taught (we really don’t know what Jesus Him- 
self taught, they say.) The doctrine is alleged- 
ly itself a development of history. Who can 
say, then, what ought to be believed, if any 
Christian is free to distinguish in Scripture 
between what is record of history, geography, 
etc., and what concerns faith? With the prem- 
ise that Scripture is authoritative for matters 
of faith, but not for matters of history, that 
anyone should assert that his judgment or 
his Church’s judgment on what concerns faith 
is right as opposed to another’s judgment is 
purest subjectivity if not arrogance. 

But, the reply comes, the Holy Spirit 
guides into all truth, despite an erring Scrip- 
ture. One can only reply: who says so? Does 
a reliable or an unreliable part of Scripture 
speak of the Holy Spirit, predicate His exist- 
ence, and delineate His activity? What is the 
external criterion for ascertaining what must 
be believed in Scripture about the Holy Spirit 
and His work? Is the doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit a matter of saving faith? (Our little 
son doesn’t believe explicitly in the Holy 
Spirit — although he doesn’t deny him ei- 
ther.) How can one be sure that the Holy 
Spirit guided only the Lutherans of the 16th 
century to formulate the truths of an erring 
Scripture in the great confessions? If num- 
bers count, why isn’t the Roman Catholic 
Church right, in its decrees of Trent and in 
its developing theology with its doctrine of 
“the living Spirit in the Church,” by virtue 
of which doctrine what the Catholic Church 
now teaches is supposedly what God is re- 
vealing as truth (cf. the assumption of Mary). 
On what basis can one deny that the Holy 
Spirit leads the Reformed churches in their 
approach to Scripture, which we castigate as 
a mixing of Law and Gospel? If truth must be 
sifted from an erring Scripture, may not the 
Holy Spirit be leading the Wisconsin Synod, 
as well as the Missouri Synod, as well as the 
Lutheran World Federation, as well as the 
World Council of Churches? 


Given the approach that Scripture is not 
authoritative except when it speaks to matters 
of faith and ethic, we must forget every- 
thing that Scripture states about teaching the 
truth, avoiding false prophets, causing di- 
visions contrary to the doctrine one has been 
taught from Scripture, and we must let every- 
one under the supposed guidance of the Holy 
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Spirit arrive at his own creed and code of 
ethics as he finds them in the reliable (to 
him) portions of Scripture. 


@® Asking the “Proper” Questions 


A pastor recently (Dec. 19) directed cer- 
tain questions to Prof. Scharlemann of St. 
Louis regarding his position and the REPORT 
on it which was sent to pastors of the Mis- 
souri Synod (Nov. 29) and subsequently pub- 
lished in the Lutheran Witness (Dec. 26). 
Among the questions asked were the follow- 
ing: 

Would you say that I am interpreting 
the Report correctly if I would say that 
you were not required to retract any 
“doctrine” which you have taught and 
that the retractions and withdrawals have 
been made only of statements and words 
which were apt to be misunderstood? 
Would we be right in saying that all of 
your exploratory essays have been cleared 
by top officials in Synod as far as doctrine 
is concerned? Does your answer to ques- 
tion 18 indicate that you still hold to all 
that you stated in your faculty essay about 
the language, literary forms, and concept 
of truth in Scriptures? Does this also in- 
dicate that the officials have placed their 
stamp of approval on what you have writ- 
ten on this subject? Does your answer to 
question 17 indicate that the superseding 
essays have not modified your doctrine but 
only your methodology, etc.? 

In reply to such inquiries Prof. Scharle- 
mann stated (Dec. 26): 

In reply to your letter of December 19 
it will be enough to say that the “Report” 
is rather clear, I should think, in stating 
that no false doctrine was or is contained 
in my papers and essays. The people who 
are responsible for the supervision of doc- 
trine and who have authority to ask the 
proper questions have done so... your 
questions will remain unanswered. 


So that’s it. There are within the Missouri 
Synod people who are presumed to have the 
authority to ask the “proper” questions as 
regards Prof. Scharlemann’s doctrinal posi- 
tion, and they are said to have done so. None 
of us is supposed to have such authority, 
despite the fact that Scripture does give us 
not only such authority but also the high and 
holy responsibility to exercise it. We are only 
to furnish the money, so that Prof. Scharle- 


mann can go on teaching what we must 
necessarily reject. 

All of this should cause one to take an- 
other look at the nature of the questions in 
the Report — in the light of Prof. Scharle- 
mann’s modernistic theological position, 
which, by his own decision has long ago been 
a matter of public knowledge. 


It should also cause one to take another 
look at the date-line of Prof. Scharlemann’s 
letter and see if it really came from St. Louis 
or from Rome. Or — isn’t there any difference 
anymore as regards responsibility for doc- 
trine taught in our name? 


There is work for everyone of us to do 
— most serious work. Start preparing those 
overtures for Missouri’s Crisis Convention, the 
convention to be held in Cleveland in June, 
and send them in at the proper time and 
proper form! 


You were bought with a price; don’t per- 
mit yourself to become enslaved by men! 
I Cor. 7, 23. 


@ Review of Publications 


Orthodoxy Versus Neo-Orthodoxy as It Con- 
cerns the Doctrine of the Holy Scriptures. 
Third Edition. By Reinhold H. Goetjen. 
8 pages, 6x9. Order from: Christ Lutheran 
Church, 1721 W. Thompson Road, Coos 
Bay, Oregon. 


In a Foreword to this publication, the Rev. 
Martin W. Lankow advises us that “this is 
one of the studies presented to the Pastoral 
Circuit Conference Numbers 2 and 3 of the 
Northwest District of the Lutheran Church— 
Missouri Synod on Nov. 20, 1961,” where it 
was “well received,” and gives the assurance 
that “you will likewise be blessed by its 
prayerful perusal.” To this we wholeheartedly 
subscribe. Pastor Lankow then expresses the 
following hope: “May this scholarly approach 
to the problem created by those who would 
again set their own reason above God’s 
revelation arouse all of us to a renewed 
research within the Word of God itself, so that 
the Holy Spirit might once more mightily 
marshall us and all of His to a dynamic 
defense of God’s Truth.” 


In his monumental Christian Dogmatics, 
Vol. I, p. 524, Dr. F. Pieper rightly states: 
“What Luther said of the ‘enthusiasts’ applies 
to all modern theology. They have therefore 
learned nothing of us but the mere words; 
the matter itself they have forsaken.” This 
applies in an eminent degree to Modernism 
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in its current form of Neo-Orthodoxy. Pastor 
Goetjen has mastered this ‘new’ theology 
and in addition has the gift of simple presen- 
tation. Any layman can understand what he 
writes. There are numerous references in 
this tract (in undisturbing footnotes) to the 
now notorious essays of Prof. Martin H. 
Scharlemann of St. Louis. 


The tract before us previously appeared 
in two mimeographed editions. When the 
second edition did not last even a week, the 
author decided to present the problem of its 
publication to his church council, which re- 
solved unanimously to stand behind having a 
third edition printed under the auspices of 
the congregation as a mission project. (What 
an example for other congregations!) Copies 
are therefore free for the asking, except for 
postage which comes to less than one cent 
per copy when ordered in lots of twenty or 
more. Printing costs about $3.00 per hundred. 
Thus a donation of $30.00 will print 1,000 
copies. Sequel essays are in the offing. 
“Orthodoxy Versus Neo-Orthodoxy as It Con- 
cerns Doctrinal Discipline” is expected soon 
to go to press. “Orthodoxy Versus Neo- 
Orthodoxy as It Concerns the Doctrine of the 
Church” is being prepared by a competent 
essayist in Texas. 


These tracts are eminently suited for mass 
distribution. We suggest that copies be or- 
dered by the hundred, and that a generous 
contribution be included, so as to expedite 
the work which has been begun with this pub- 
lication, which the Holy Spirit will surely 
bless, because it propagandizes His pure Word 
over against rampant error. 


PROMPTLY RENEW YOUR 
SUBSCRIPTION TO 
CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 
1163 S. Euclid Ave., Oak Park, Ill. 
$2.00 A YEAR 


® What Price Fellowship? 


Has Dr. Beto tipped his hand? In the 
Springfielder (Autumn 1961) he deplores 
that, in the past, Missouri (which now finds 
itself thus categorized by Wisconsin) has 
used Rom. 16, 17-18 “somewhat indiscrimi- 
nately in her relations with other Lutherans 
and with other Christians. ... In the past we 
could never develop any enthusiasm for the 
use of Romans 16, 17— in describing the people 


of another Lutheran body pledged in their 
loyalty to the same Scriptures and same Con- 
fessions which we accept.” Even more sig- 
nificant is his concluding statement: ‘More- 
over, we are inclined to believe that nothing 
which has happened in the past (A Statement 
and the Faculty Statement on Fellowship) 
will do as much to occasion the discontinu- 
ance (!) of our application of this passage to 
other Lutherans as the Wisconsin Synod’s 
unwarranted (sic) use against us.” ‘A State- 
ment” refers to the notorious statement of 
the “44” in 1945. 


The inimitable Dr. F. Pieper used to point 
out that if all that were necessary to escape 
the divine judgment and warning inculcated 
by the Romans passage (chapt. 16, 17-18) 
were the claim that one is a “Lutheran,” then 
all that would be necessary would be to hang 
out a shingle with that word on it. (Is “or 
Christian” now to be added?) Tillich and 
Schweitzer, to cite an example or two, are 
“other Lutherans,” pledged (even by ordina- 
tion vows!) in their loyalty to the same 
Scriptures and the same Confessions which 
we accept. Yet, Chaplain Robert C. Fenning, 
in an article on “A Little More Respect for 
Royalty, Please!” (Lutheran Chaplain, Dec. 
1961) can say: “There is a great deal of talk 
these days about our Heavenly King. He 
seems to have a place in the casual conver- 
sation of our day. The theologian has gained 
status in current cultural climate. Buber and 
Tillich are names you can toss around with 
considerable effect. [In an article in the 
Valpo Cresset, May 1959, advocating Tillich’s 
philosophical method in theology, Robert P. 
Scharlemann has even referred to him as 
“the world’s ranking Lutheran-Protestant 
theologian”!] But on the face of it all is the 
idea that God is just about anything you want 
to make of Him. He becomes the creature of 
man’s mind. Everyone now seems to deserve 
a crack at making Him relevant to the modern 
Situation. And dogmatics has almost become 
a foul word if you happen to mean by it a 
system of teachings based upon the divinely 
inspired Scriptures.” (Our emphasis.) As 
for Albert Schweitzer, he is still searching for 
so much as “the historical Jesus’? — with the 
old lantern of human reason. 


Dr. Walther’s name seems to be little 
more than just that — a name — among 
some “missourians” who apparently do not 
know what God did for us in the days of our 
fathers and therefore do not appreciate as 
we should the great heritage which God so 
undeservedly bestowed on us by blessing 
their prodigous labors. (Compare, e.g., the 
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disparaging remark reported by Dr.’ Martin: 


H. Scharlemann.about not being able. to keep 


one’s head above Walther — Lutheran; Chap. . 
lain.) Yet so much of what the great. Mis-" - 


sourian has said will bear perpetuation be- 
cause it is unchanging truth. Recall his con- 
vincing illustration of the false premise that 
in order to command recognition as fellow- 
Christians and fellow-Lutherans no more is 
“needed than the assertion of being pledged to 
Scripture and the Confessions. In such a case 
a group of horsethieves (today this would no 
doubt be: car thieves), he said, could band 
themselves together, adopting a worthy con- 
stitution. When reproached because of their 
doings, they could point to their constitution 
and say: Look here; we are a group of honor- 
able people, pledged to a good constitution. 
See what it says! 


Genuine Lutheranism stands on Scripture 
and says that, everything else being equal, 
churches will not condemn one another “pro- 
vided they are otherwise agreed with one an- 
other in the doctrine and all its articles...” 
(Formula of Concord, Thor. Decl., Art. X:31.) 


Some people have a “theology” that 
moves; but it cannot move genuine Lutherans 
— and this means genuine Christians (I Cor. 
11,19) — from the rockbed of the divinely 
revealed doctrine of Holy Scripture. This 
goes for the Romans passage, too. It is un- 
deniable that this passage is basic to the con- 
fession of the Formula of Concord (to which 
we stand pledged!): “But here is God’s com- 
mand instructing every one to beware of 
joining hands with those who teach error.” 
(Cp. CL, 1948, pp. 72-80.) The passage is 
used a dozen and a half times in Luther’s 
works. The Formula of Concord’s above use 
of it was for many years emblazoned on the 
masthead of Missouri’s Lutheran Witness, un- 
til, like so many other things within our 
church, that publication was “streamlined” 
in keeping with the current of the times; and 
the Lutheran Witness, as one of its editors, 
Dr. W. G. Polack reminded us (Jan. 27, 1948, 
p. 200) was “born to uphold Missouri’s posi- 
tion against the Lutheran Standard [“Lu- 
theran,” mind you!] among English-speaking 
Lutherans.” The “new” theology which is 
current among some people within the Mis- 
souri Synod today cannot move genuine Chris- 
tians from Romans 16, 17-18 no matter how 
impossible anyone’s theological “belly” may 
find it to stomach those inerrant words and 
to apply them as they should ‘be applied — 
to himself or to others, whatever name they 
may bear. 
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& “The Faithful Word” 


In our January issue we noted appearance 
of the first issue of The Faithful Word: A 
Journal of Doctrine and Defense, published 
by the State of the Church Conference (quar- 
terly) @ four dollars per year, 4430 St. James 
St., Detroit 10, Mich. We still do not have 
space for a more extended review of this pub- 
lication such as we had hoped to be able to 
bring in a later issue of our journal. However, 
we wish at least to call attention to one thing 
in connection with the new journal. With 
the copy of its first issue which reached our 
editorial office, there came also an application 
card for membership in the State of the 
Church Conference. Since some of our read- 
ers may not have received this mailing and 
may wish to become members of the free con- 
ference (The State of the Church Conference), 
we are, with the Conference’s permission, 
reproducing here the form which may be 
used to apply for membership. It is as 
follows: 


To The State of the Church, Inc. 
4430 St. James, $5.00 PER ANNUM 
Detroit 10, Michigan 


1. Because I believe without reservation or 
equivocation that the Holy Scripture is the 
revealed, inerrant Word of God, inspired 
in all its part and words; 


2. That the Book of Concord of 1580 and the 
Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position 
of the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod 
(1932) are, according to the common 
meaning and understanding of their words, 
faithful and correct presentations and ex- 
positions of the doctrine of Holy Writ; 


I therefore request that I be accepted as 
a member of this Conference group with 
all the rights and privileges appertaining 
thereto. 


PASS YOUR COPY OF THE 
CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 
ON TO SOME FRIEND 


Gonoordia Seminary 22-432 
Library : 


Springfield, pant 
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@ Missouri’s Crisis Convention 


In a letter dated Feb. 15 to pastors and 
teachers of the Missouri Synod, President 
Behnken has announced that the Presidium 
has decided to call for an OPEN HEARING 
on doctrinal matters from June 18-19, just 
prior to the Missouri’s triennial convention 
(June 20-30) — which will be its Crisis Con- 
vention. 


The President has stated that “to preserve 
our doctrinal unity [we would say: to restore 
it] is one, if not the most important, purpose 
to be achieved at the Cleveland Convention.” 


The President then went on to declare: 

During the past, and especially within 
recent years, numerous doctrinal issues 
have arisen in our beloved Synod which 
have caused a deep and growing concern 
in the hearts and minds of pastors, teach- 
ers, and laity alike. 


Some of the questions being asked are:. 

Is our Synod still adhering to the old 

paths? God’s Word and Luther’s doctrine 

pure? the Lutheran Confessions? the ver- 
bal inspiration of Scripture? the resurrec- 
tion of the dead? unionism? channels of 
doctrinal discipline? Resolution 9 of the 

San Francisco Convention? These and 

many other doctrinal topics will come be- 

fore the convention in the form of over- 
tures. (Emphasis added.) 

On reading the letter referred to, one of 
our members promptly stated: “The Presi- 
dent knows all the questions!” 

But what of the answers to these ques- 
tions? 

The answers to the questions asked_are 
to be found in various essays in which Prof. 
Scharlemann of Concordia Seminary in St. 
Louis has attacked the Holy Scriptures. They 
are to be found in the St. Louis faculty’s 
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Statement on the Form and Function of the 
Holy Scriptures (CTM, October 1960). They 
are to be found in The Theology of Fellow- 
ship of a committee of the Missouri Synod 
CPH, Nov., 1960), which represents a com- 
plete reversal of the Scriptural position of 
the Missouri Synod in this matter. They are 
to be found in various un-Lutheran publica- 
tions of dialectical Jaroslav Pelikan, a mem- 
ber of Missouri’s clergy. They are to be found 
in various public utterances of the paper- 
back theologian Martin E. Marty, another 
member of the Missouri Synod’s clergy and 
at the same time editor of the liberal and 
leftist Christian Century (a leftover from the 
social gospel era). They are to be found in 
various public articles of other St. Louis pro- 


fessors and of professors at Valparaiso Uni- 
versity —- for instance in Prof. Krekeler’s 
evolutionism. They are to be found in the 
denial of reconciliation of an angry God by 
Christ, by Robert J. Hoyer of 210 N. Broad- 
way in St. Louis (see Cresset, May 1961). 

It is precisely because Missouri’s Presi- 
dium has failed to supply the proper answers 
to such questions as are being asked and to 
implement those answers in practice by truly 
evangelical discipline (discipline which, mo- 
tivated by the Gospel, firmly applies God’s 
clear Word to the situation) that they must 
now come before Missouri’s Crisis Convention 
in Cleveland in June. 


We pray that God may give delegates to 
the convention a due sense of the great re- 
sponsibility that rests upon them; that they 
may thoroughly inform themselves with re- 
gard to the great doctrinal issues to come 
before the convention; that they will resist 
false pressures and act without fear or favor 
of men — whosoever they may be; and that 
the Lord may grant us a much-needed house- 
cleaning, whatever the cost. 


O God, look down from heaven and see! 


© Concerning “Progress” in the 
Scharlemann Case 


We have reference to the meeting re- 
ferred to in the Special Report concerning 
the Scharlemann Case by the Presidium of 
the Missouri Synod and a few other signato- 
ries (Lutheran Witness, Dec. 26). Attached to 
this Report is a Postscript which reads: 


The above report was presented to the 
meeting of the College of Presidents and 
the faculties of both of our theological 
seminaries Wednesday, Nov. 29, 1961. At 
the conclusion of a thorough discussion 
the group of 115 men unanimously re- 
solved: ‘We thank all those involved for 
this presentation and express our gratifi- 
cation for the progress made.’-—J. W. 
Behnken. 


According to reports which have come to 
us from participants in the meeting referred 
to, a motion amounting to agreement with 
the report (to adopt it) was first of all made 
by a district president in an apparent gesture 
to atone for repudiation of Prof. Scharle- 
mann’s position by his district — although, 
so far as we can ascertain, with no authoriza- 
tion whatever from his district to speak in 
its behalf, so that he would have been speak- 
ing for his own person, in opposition to the 
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position of his district. This motion was — 
again “appropriately” — seconded by another 
participant who had previously criticized the 
St. Loius professor’s position severely. When 
it was made clear that there were those who 
would vote against such a motion, the motion 
which has been reported was substituted. 


A colleague of Prof. Scharlemann has 
stated that he finds nothing in the report clear 
enough to indicate that it is the consensus 
(of the 115 men involved) that there was 
no false doctrine in any of the Scharlemann 
essays; that unless someone thought there 
was false doctrine somewhere along the line, 
it would seem strange that all this fuss has 
been made; that indeed, as he understood 
the meeting, in which he participated, what 
happened “does not mean that many did not 
think that the essays contained false doc- 
trine.” 


Another St. Louis professor has written: 
“J can appreciate your concern in the matter 
of the ‘Report’ published in the Witness. 
There probably are many more brethren who 
share your concern. Our Church and its wel- 
fare should be the concern of every member.” 
(Other St. Louis professors have written dif- 
ferently; there is evident division in the 
faculty.) 


Another participant in the meeting re- 
ferred to has stated: “You should under- 
stand that the faculties and presidents were 
not asked to vote an approval of Dr. Schar- 
lemann or his theological position, nor to en- 
dorse the ‘Report, or its content.” “Our vote 
did not indicate . . . our complete satisfac- 
tion with either Scharlemann’s position or 
the ‘Report.’ . . . As joint faculties we were 
not asked to vote on the question of whether 
or not Scharlemann has taught or still teaches 
false doctrine.” 


A district president has written that in 
his opinion Dr. Scharlemann was guilty of 
false doctrine. 


Questioned as to Prof. Scharlemann’s sub- 
sequent letter (Dec. 22) in which he has 
stated that none of the 11 signatories to the 
Report (beside himself) hold that his essays 
contain false doctrine, and that’s why “you 
read nothing about retraction in the Report,” 
etc., a member of the Presidium has stated 
that “it is almost unbelievable that he [Dr. 
Scharlemann] should write a letter so ar- 
rogant and overbearing. .. .”’ and that at this 
moment this official could not see “how both 
his [Dr. Scharlemann’s] answers in the Re- 
port and his letter can be ‘honest and cor- 
rect.’ ” 


Isn’t it highest time for a different kind 
of procedure and a different kind of PRO- 
GRESS in this too long drawn out fateful 
matter? 


@ St. Louis Faculty Declared to Be 
At Odds With Official Position 


In an editorial on the essays on Lutheran 
cooperation which were released jointly by 
the National Lutheran Council and the Lu- 
theran Church-Missouri Synod last summer, 
Dialog, a new journal the material for which 
is contributed by various liberal American 
and European theologians, has declared (Vol. 
I, No. 1, Winter 1962 that 


the substantial unanimity expressed in 
the essays, though it was a pleasant dis- 
covery for some, did not surprise those 
who were acquainted with the theology 
that, in spite of official positions, had ac- 
tually been taught at Lutheran seminaries 
aay the past decade. (Emphasis ad- 
ed. 


The editorial goes on to say: 


What is noteworthy is that in the es- 
says of the representatives of the Mis- 
souri Synod the more ecumenical spirit 
of the faculty in St. Louis, which for some 
years has been at odds with the official 
isolationism, has succeeded in making it- 
self heard through professors who are 
usually held to be safely orthodox. (Em- 
phasis on is, original; balance ours.) 


Spelling all of this out further, the edi- 
torial states: 


Professor Franzmann’s paper carries 
the remarkable observation that “two men 
under the same word of God may express 
their obedience to that word in different 
and even apparently contradictory ways” 
and that “‘unless the tension which is thus 
created can be removed without any 
tyrannizing of conscience, the church is 
commanded to bear it.” 


Professor Boumann cautiously chal- 
lenges, by a series of questions, the valid- 
ity of a cherished part of Missouri’s the- 
ological tradition when he hints that the 
two opposite ways of subscribing to the 
Lutheran confessions (either because they 
are a faithful exposition of the Scripture, 
or only insofar as they are that) are, after 
all, not exclusive alternatives. 


In conclusion, the editorial commented as 
follows: 
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Whether this spirit can prevail over 
the kept theology of the denominational 
officials, whose power in controlling ec- 
clesiastical policy is formidable, is still an 
unanswered question. But one would like 
to believe that the publication of the es- 
says will aid that end. 

Significantly, Dialog mentions only the 
“kept” theology of officials and their formi- 
dable power in controlling ecclesiastical poli- 
cy as possibly preventing the spirit which is 
said to be revealed in the essays referred to 
from prevailing in the Missouri Synod. Only 
recently, we rejoiced to see an article in the 
St. Louis Lutheran devoted to putting the 
greatest emphasis on the fact that “the church 
is people.” As Luther has therefore said in 
our Smalcald Articles (XII: Of the Church; 
Trigl., p. 499), “We do not concede to them 
[the hierarchy of “the Church” of that day] 
that they are the Church,” so we can (and 
must) say of our officialdom: ‘“‘We do not con- 
cede to them that they are the Synod.” Pre- 
cisely to the extent that genuine Lutheran- 
ism may still prevail there, that officialdom 
should be among the first to agree with this, 
and the last to take offense at such a declara- 
tion of the true doctrine of the Church. With 
the Apology of the Augsburg Confession, we 
declare: “The Church does not consist of 
men with respect to power, or ecclesiastical 
or secular dignity.” (Trigl, p. 235:22.) 
“Neither is it to be judged immediately that 
the Church determines or approves whatever 
the pontiffs determine.” (P. 361.) 

Will our church — the people — rise up 
and, through appropriate overtures and well 
instructed delegates, at the Crisis Convention 
in Cleveland with a resounding voice give the 
proper answer to the question which has been 
posed by Dialog — as to whether the spirit 
of St. Louis said to be revealed in the essays 
referred to is to prevail in our synod? 

The answer to this all-important question 
is in your hands — in the hands of the people 
who are our synod and who are the Church. 

God grant that you give good account of 
yourselves! 


@® An Autopsy on the Synodical 
Conference 
Dialog, the new journal of theology re- 


ferred to in a previous article, has said in its 
first issue (p. 70): 


The frustration of the Wisconsin Syn- 
od leaders is certainly understandable 


when one notices how their correct in- 

tuition of a changing attitude in Missouri 

was repeatedly answered by paternalistic 
denials or by apparently deliberate at- 
tempts to slant or suppress the evidence. 

While the tactical skill of Missouri’s lead- 

ers did delay the final break, it did not 

prevent it. In all likelihood, the break is 
the more irrevocable because Wisconsin 
was ultimately forced to conclude that the 
representatives from Missouri either were 
incredibly ignorant of the state of affairs 
in their own churches or were deliberately 
glossing the troublesome differences and 

making promises they could not, or did 

not intend to, keep. 

In the words of Dialog, the bitterness 
which was the inevitable result of the course 
described, as manifested in the final action, 
“contains a strident warning of the danger 
of substituting church politics for forthright 
discussion.” (Emphasis added. ) 

At the same time, dialectical and ‘‘ecu- 
menical” Dialog rejoices at what did happen 
and expresses the hope that no one may 
make the “fatal mistake” of trying to ‘“resur- 
rect this corpse.” “It was no secret,” it says, 
that, among other things the Wisconsin Synod 
had been “a drag” on Missouri’s moves to- 
ward ecumenical participation. With that in 
mind, Dialog is hopeful that the energies de- 
voted to the negotiations with Wisconsin will 
now be channeled ‘more usefully.” 

Anyone who has been reading reports 
which have been coming out of St. Louis 
these days knows how “moves toward ecu- 
menical participation” have been stepped up 
by Missouri’s officialdom since the break with 
Wisconsin — despite Pres. Behnken’s state- 
ment, the ink on which is as yet hardly dry, 
that the suspension of fellowship pronounced 
by the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod 
“must by no means be interpreted as though 
we were now more free to become more lib- 
eral in doctrine and practice... . This Word 
of God and our Lutheran Confessions have 
not undergone any change whatsoever by the 
resolution which has suspended fellowship 
with our Synod.” (Lutheran Witness, Sept. 
19, 1961, p. 20.) 

No; the Word of God and our Lutheran 
Confessions have not undergone any change, 
and will not. That is not the point. It is talk- 
ing beside the issue: Missouri, under its pres- 
ent officialdom is undergoing change the rap- 
idity and extent of which are hard to describe 
in a few words. What has been happening 
within the Synodical Conference is continu- 
ing to go on within Missouri. 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 41 


Will our church, the Missouri Synod, rise 
up at its Crisis Convention in Cleveland in 
June and stem the tide of officially tolerated 
if not nurtured “ecumenism,” which in its 
current usage and corresponding practice is 
but another name for the most destructive 
UNIONISM? 

So help us God! 


@® The Price That Missouri Is Paying 
For Its New “Unity” 


The Lutheran, too, has spoken out on the 
death of the synodical Conference. Answering 
the question, What led to the break between 
Missouri and the Wisconsin Synod?, the week- 
ly news magazine of the United Lutheran 
Church in America declared (Feb. 28): 


“Unity has its price. In the case of the 
Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod, grad- 
ually narrowing its distance from other 
Lutheran bodies, it led to a break with the 
ultra-conservative Wisconsin Synod.” 
(Emphasis there.) 


It would be interesting to ask: who has 
been leading Missouri in the direction indi- 
cated by the Lutheran? And, of course, we 
know what the ULC understands by “unity,” 
namely — gross unionism. Yet certain of- 
ficials and professors of the Missouri Synod 
are now said to have found “sufficient” unity 
between themselves and the ULC-ALC to try 
to lead Missouri all the way into a cooperative 
agency with those bodies — into the National 
Lutheran Council, obligingly to be remodeled 
a bit so as to make room for Missouri. 


The formula for this “unity” is but a 
somewhat different wording of the “ecumen- 
ical” formula by virtue of which the ULC and 
the ALC and others are within the World 
Council of Churches — the premise that they 
are “agreed that that which they hold in com- 
mon is far greater in importance than that 
which has previously divided| them.” And, 
with that, another “ecumenical” formula will 
be put into practice: “Doctrine divides, serv- 
ice unites.” 


We suggest a reading of the ULC-pub- 
lished Conversation on Faith (Muhlenburg 
Press, Philadelphia) to see how thoroughly 
our ancient Christian faith has been scrapped 
within the ULC and then a good look at that 
“sufficient unity” in the glaring light of that 
amazing fact. 


God help Missouri at its Crisis Convention 
in Cleveland! 


© A Severe Exposure of Modernism’s 
God’s-Acts-As-Revelation Theology 


An article on contemporary Modernism’s 
God-acting-in-events theology as opposed to 
the historic Christian belief of divine revela- 
tion by virtue of the plenary verbal inspira- 
tion of the Bible, by Prof. Langdon B. Gil- 
key of Vanderbilt University’s Divinity 
School, was published in the Journal of The- 
ology (July 1961) and reprinted in the March 
1962 Concordia Theological Monthly (pp. 143- 
154). Dr. Gilkey expressly states that he 
does not repudiate this point of view (the 
“modernistic” point of view), which is com- 
monly called “the biblical point of view;” 
that he rather shares it and uses its main 
categories each time he theologizes, but that 
he finds himself confused by it when he pon- 
ders it critically. His article is a cry for help— 
but in the wrong direction: for he obviously 
wants to cling to his position and find some 
way Of delivering it from its irrationalism, 
Lae is severely exposed throughout the 
article. 


That is the way of Modernism. Instead of 
simply accepting the Bible as the truth that 
it is, it sets up its own contrary theories and 
then looks around for props to support them; 
and when these fail, it looks for other sup- 
ports instead of scrapping its theories and 
giving to God the glory that His Word is 
truth. Fatal bias is plainly in view. 


As for the purpose of the CTM in reprint- 
ing the Gilkey article, an Editorial Note states 
that it has made the article available to its 
readers “as one scholar’s interesting analysis 
of one modern attempt to understand Scrip- 
ture without thereby endorsing the author’s 
position or his solution of the problem.” (Em- 
phasis added.) To this let it be said that the 
author has no solution of “the problem.” On 
the contrary, he expressly states that his 
paper “organizes and states rather than re- 
solves that confusion” — the confusion which 
constitutes his “problem.” And as for the 
words which we have underlined in the Edi- 
torial Note of the CT'M, they raise all kinds 
of questions. 


Prof. Gilkey has called attention to the 
fact that his devastating critique is directed 
especially against what G. Ernest Wright and 
B. Anderson have written on the subject. It is 
especially the views of Wright (God Wha 
Acts: Biblical Theology as Recital) and of 
John Baillie that Prof. Scharlemann has 
copied, with hardly a thought that he can call 
his own. In the Author’s Note which he pre- 
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faced to his essay on The Bible as Record, 
Witness and Medium when he released it to 
pastors of the Northern Illinois District, he 
moreover specifically declared that the view 
which it presents is “the Biblical point of 
view.” 


If the CTM had endorsed Gilkey’s ex- 
posure of the irrationalism of Moderism’s 
current divine-acts-as revelation theology, 
which it naively calls “Biblical theology” and 
“the Bibilcal point of view,” this might have 
served a good purpose. And if the CTM would 
apprise its readers that this is the view which 
Dr. Scharlemann has propagandized in his 
various essays (inclusive of the essay GOD’S 
ACTS AS REVELATION in the April 1961 
CTM), this might regain for it some of the 
respect which it has been losing so fast in 
recent years, 


We urgently commend the reading of 
Prof. Gilkey’s article from this point of view. 


© Correspondence Between the CLPB 
and Missouri’s President 


For more than a year and a half (since 
Aug. 31, 1960) the Executive Staff of the Con- 
fessional Lutheran Publicity Bureau has been 
requesting a meeting with the President of the 
Missouri Synod the purpose of which would 
be to make clear that the proposed settle- 
ment of the Scharlemann Case as reported in 
his letter of Aug. 22, 1960 is Scripturally un- 
acceptable. The President was assured in 
our very first letter (Aug. 31, 1960) that 
“we shall be prepared to present a succinct 
statement on the issues when we meet.” Such 
a statement has been ready all this while; 
but we have not yet been accorded the cour- 
tesy of such a meeting as we have been re- 
questing: one in which doctrinal issues would 
be given priority. Recently, we have added 
that the implementation of the President’s 
proposed settlement of the Scharlemann Case 
by the Report to All Members of the Synod 
of Nov. 29, 1961 concerning the Scharlemann 
Case (Lutheran Witness, Dec. 26, 1961) in 
which the Presidium declared itself in agree- 
ment with the St. Louis professor’s position 
should be included in the basis of discussion 
in the meeting requested by us. 


Correspondence in this matter has been 
published in past issues of the Confessional 
Lutheran. The last installment which ap- 
peared will be found in the October 1961 
issue of our journal. It would be impossible 
for us to find space at this time to record the 


—— 


mass of correspondence which has taken 
place since the date of the last letter in- 
cluded in that publication. We shall, how- 
ever, here record the most recent correspond- 
ence, beginning with a letter which we wrote 
to the President on February 3 of this year, 
as follows: 

February 3, 1962 
President J. W. Behnken, D.D. 
210 North Broadway 
St. Louis 2, Missouri 


Dear President Behnken: 


Your letter of January 5 mentions that 
our December 28, 1961 letter “arrived here 
on January 2, 1962.” Explanation for the time 
lapse you note must lie in some procedural 
delay in your office, since we have in hand 
peice delivery receipt dated December 

; 1; 


You will recall that our December 28 
letter was a follow-up of our November 29 
communication, to which you gave us no 
reply. 

Your present letter again refers to your 
chance encounter with the editor of the Con- 
fessional Lutheral at the Thiensville conclave 
of theologians in July 1960 and your mention 
on “your charges against Dr. Martin Scharle- 
mann.” Thereafter, on August 22, you issued 
your letter “‘to all pastors and teachers of 
Synod” which was intended to bring the 
Scharlemann Case to a conclusion. There- 
upon on August 31, 1960, the Executive Staff 
of the Confessional Lutheran Publicity Bu- 
reau promptly laid before you, as the syn- 
odical officer responsible for the purported 
settlement, its formal request for a meeting 
with you for the purpose of making clear 
“that the proposed settlement of the Schar- 
lemann Case as reported in your recent letter 
is Scripturally unacceptable.” This obviously 
was an action apart from the casual incident 
to which you refer, and was made necessary 
by the situation which you yourself had 
created. 


Your response almost a month later (Sep- 
tember 28) completely ignored our specific 
request for a meeting with you for the pur- 
pose stated. Instead you countered with a call 
to a meeting about “charges and attacks... 
in the Confessional Lutheran,” and you have 
continued to insist that such a meeting must 
have priority — although you did not move 
for such a meeting till about two months 
after your chance conversation with the Con- 
fessional Lutheran Editor, and almost a month 
after our request to meet with you. 
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We have repeatedly pointed out to you by 
letter and orally that a discussion of the doc- 
trinal issues involved in your proposed settle- 
ment of Aug. 22, 1960 — and now also in 
your ‘Report to All Members of Synod” of 
November 29, 1961 (see our December 28 
letter) — and the achievement of agreement 
on those issues is basic and indispensable for 
the resolution of any other subsidiary issues. 
Any other procedure presents itself as ab- 
surd and could promise only a wandering and 
pointless discussion. 


Again, you have made the statement: “In 
fact, all this dates back even to a much earlier 
date. I have repeatedly mentioned February 
18, 1960, when, at my suggestion, sincere ef- 
forts were made by the Board of Control of 
Concordia Seminary to get the Revs. Paul H. 
Burgdorf and A. T. Kretzmann together” etc. 
As a matter of fact, Dr. Behnken, “all this” 
does “date back to a much earlier date.” It 
dates back to September 22, 1959 (and even 
further back than that, for that matter, to 
the time of Prof. Scharlemann’s presentation 
of his papers on Scripture), from which time 
on we were in discussion with the Seminary 
Board of Control through its secretary and 
through Pastor Burgdorf on our part. Corre- 
spondence records the fact that when we 
asked the very simple and pertinent question 
as to whether Dr. Scharlemann and the Board 
were understanding his use of the term “ver- 
bal and plenary inspiration of Holy Scrip- 
ture” in the accustomed, historic, Scriptural 
and Missourian sense, the Board without fur- 
ther ado broke off the discussion and called on 
the President of one of the parties to ‘‘pro- 
ceed” in the matter. We had asked that per- 
tinent question because the Board was de- 
fending Dr. Scharlemann’s use of the term 
under discussion. As it has turned out, Dr. 
Scharlemann is undeniably using that term to 
cover his own dynamic doctrine of inspiration, 
which leaves room for endless errors of fact 
in the Bible. Why do you cavalierly ignore 
ree incontrovertible and most significant 
acts? 


On October 19, 1961 we inquired whether 
the meeting suggested for November 17 had 
the purpose stated by President Theo. Nickel 
on September 11, 1961 (tape recorded), 
namely, that members of the Board of Con- 
trol hoped that members of the Confessional 
Lutheran could help the Board in the Schar- 
lemann Case by bringing the evidence it 
needed. We added, “You must realize that we 
must have an answer to such questions in 
order to give intelligent consideration to your 
proposal.” 


Your letter of November 4, 1961 did not 
answer the question, but you wrote, “Kindly 
bring your documentary evidence to which 
you have referred several times and it will 
be given every consideration.” Since you in 
no way indicated your disapproval or repudi- 
ation of the District President’s statement, 
we understood your words to be at least a 
tacit indication of your desire to hear our evi- 
dence, the “succinct statement on the issues” 
which we have offered repeatedly since Au- 
gust 31, 1960. On the basis of the two state- 
ments cited, we prepared to meet with you 
on November 17. Therefore you do not have 
the right to say, “You know full well what 
type of meeting we expected.” 

Unfortunately, illness in our group can- 
celled that meeting, and the Advent season 
made the December 8 meeting you proposed 
by letter of November 18 impossible (See 
our letter of November 29). 

Our letter of December 28, 1961 followed, 
and your present reply on January 5, 1962. 

We most earnestly protest against your 
continuing action of putting into our mouths 
the bare, unqualified statement that the Presi- 
dency refused to meet with us, and your 
loaded question whether we “want to in- 
sinuate or lead people to believe that the 
Praesidium refused to meet” with us. We 
have been at pains in correspondence, in 
print, and in spoken word to you and others 
to specify that you have declined ‘‘a meeting 
for the discussion of the doctrinal issues” 
(See, for example, our letters of November 
12, December 5 and December 30, 1960, Jan- 
uary 80 and October 19, 1961). We have 
pointed out to you and the Vice-Presidents 
that the Confessional Lutheran, by italics, 
emphasized that pivotal point, as underscored 
in the preceding sentence. In print and orally 
we have quoted word for word your written 
Statement of October 13, 1960: “Permit me 
to state that the vice-presidents and I are not 
disinterested in a meeting for the purpose of 
discussing doctrinal issues. However, such 
meetings cannot be aranged at present.” In 
the very letter (December 28, 1961) against 
which you direct your suggestive question we 
repeated, in the first paragraph, the words 
you have chosen to omit: “. . . a meeting 
with the Praesidium for the purpose of 
making clear the Scriptural unacceptableness 
of the settlement of the Scharlemann Case 
proposed in your letter of August 22, 1960. 
...’ (Our emphasis here.) Such a meeting 
you have persistently declined to enter. 

Truth therefore requires us to say — in 
your words — that “it simply is not true” that 
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we have misrepresented your position and 
been guilty, either by intent or action, of 
creating an incorrect impression. 


We cannot understand how you can mis- 
understand and distort what we have written 
and said time after time, if you have con- 
sulted our correspondence and listened to the 
discussion in our meeting on July 28, 1961, 
and we ask you again to abide by the docu- 
mented facts. 


Again we direct your attention to the 
questions we asked in our April 10, 1961 
letter concerning printed statements circu- 
lated throughout Synod, to which we asked 
fraternal answers. We wrote, “It is essential 
that we have prompt information on these 
matters in order that we may be assured 
that all parties to the projected meeting are 
dealing in good faith.” When answers were 
not given, we repeated the questions on July 
1, 1961. To most of them we have never re- 
ceived a reply. We regret that this situation 
compels us to say —-borrowing your words— 
that we “thoroughly disapprove” of such dis- 
regard of our right to receive the ordinary 
courtesies which are accorded even in secular 
relationships. Because Holy Scripture does 
not permit, we dare not speculate, as you 
have done, on “the attitude which it reveals.” 


Also we take exception to your complete 
disregard of our requests for consideration 
as to a meeting place. At the beginning of 
our correspondence we requested a meeting 
in Chicago. We have explained to you some 
of the difficulties facing our Executive Staff, 
composed of laymen as well as clergy, in 
clearing time from business and professional 
obligations for a meeting in St. Louis. On, 
November 29, 1961 we asked consideration 
of Springfield as a possible meeting place, 
since that would enable both groups to attend 
without forfeiting one or two nights for 
travel. When that letter remained unanswer- 
ed, we addressed you again on December 28, 
suggesting a definite Chicago meeting place, 
since we were aware that you have apparently 
not found it a hardship to meet in Chicago 
with the National Lutheran Council commit- 
tee on several occasions. In your responses 
you have completely ignored our suggestions 
and requests. We can hardly consider this real 
fraternal consideration. 


_ Once again we make our request, as stated 
in our letter of December 28, 1961, “For a 
meeting with the Praesidium for the purpose 
of making clear the Scriptural unacceptable- 
ness of the settlement of the Scharlemann 
Case proposed in your letter of August 22, 


1960 to the clergy of our Synod. Since you 
have now under date of November 29, 1961 
reported ‘to all members of Synod’ your 
agreement with Dr. Scharlemann, we must 
ask that this Report be included with your 
letter or August 22, 1960 as the basis of dis- 
cussion in the meeting requested by us.” 


We shall hope to hear from you again 
when you have reached a willingness to dis- 
cuss the doctrinal issues involved in your re- 
ports, which self-evidently must be the foun- 
dation for the discussion of subsidiary 
subjects. Resolution of these latter matters 
may be looked for when agreement on the 
doctrine of God’s Word is found. 


If you are now ready for the meeting we 
have requested, we shall be prepared to meet 
you in Springfield (at the Seminary?) or 
Chicago Emmaus Church, Gladys and Lotus, 
or in the Northern Illinois District Office on 
February 27-28, beginning at 9:30 or what- 
ever time may be convenient to you, it being 
understood that you will arrange to have 
present as moderator one of the brethren 
mentioned in our earlier exchange of cor- 
respondence, and that a recording of the 
sessions will be taken. 

It will be necessary to have your definite 
response by February 15 if our men are to 
make the necessary adjustments to enable 
them to be present. 


Yours in Christ’s truth, 
THE EXECUTIVE STAFF 


of 
THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 
PUBLICITY BUREAU 
By F. E. Bartling, Secretary 


CC: The 4 Vice-Presidents 


In reply to the above letter we received 
the following: 
The Executive Staff 
The Confessional Lutheran Publicity Bureau 
The Rev. F. E. Bartling, Secretary 
617 South Chicago Avenue 
Freeport, Illinois 


Dear Brethren: 


The Vice Presidents and I met yesterday 
and today, and among other things considered 
your letter under date of February 3, 1962. 


As President of Synod, charged with the 
responsibility of supervising doctrine and 
practice, I herewith summon you to meet 
with the Praesidium of Synod, the clergy 
members of the Board of Control, and the 
administrative officers of Concordia Semi- 
nary on February 27-28, 1962. The meeting 
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is to beheld at 210 North Broadway, St. Louis, 
Missouri at 9:00 A.M. 

Since this is to be a fraternal discussion, 
there is to be no tape recording. 

We shall try to secure a moderator from 
outside either group. 

We offer to pay your expenses. 

Among the items to be discussed will be 
the policies and practices of The Confessional 
Lutheran. 


Please let us know by February 21, 1962 
that you will come. 


With cordial greetings, 


Fraternally yours, 
Signed: J. W. Behnken 


THE ABOVE “SUMMONS” IS MOST RE- 
VEALING AS TO A CONDITION WHICH 
HAS BEEN PERMITTED TO DEVELOP 
WITHIN THE MISSOURI SYNOD’S OFFI- 
CIALDOM TODAY AS COMPARED WITH 
THE MORE EVANGELICAL POSITION FOR 


WHICH THE PRESIDENT STILL STOOD A . 


DECADE AGO. In evidence of the latter we 
quote from the Missouri Synod Clergy Bul- 
letin of April 23, 1951 the following, which 
appeared over the heading, “From the Presi- 
dent’s Office’’: 


The Milwaukee Convention passed a 
resolution that complaints and charges, 
which Committee # 3, because of an enor- 
mous amount of work during the conven- 
tion, could not consider and bring before 
the convention, should be referred’ to ‘Syn- 
od’s regularly-set-up channels for action.’ 
(Proceedings, page 659.) The Presidium, 
in compliance with this resolution, referred 
these matters to the ‘reguarly-set-up chan- 
nels.” From the President’s Office all 
‘regularly-set-up channels’ were notified 
what matters were referred to them and 
all those who had presented charges were 
notified to what ‘regularly-set-up channels’ 
their matter had been referred. 


Unfortunately, some entertain wrong 
impressions concerning this procedure. 
They speak as though the ‘regularly-set-up 
channels’ were a judge or jury before 
before whom a person is ‘summoned.’ Syn- 
od has never done anything like this. The 
procedure is to be strictly along evange- 
lical and brotherly lines. Let us by all 
means follow this procedure. (Emphasis 
supplied by us.) 


In reply to the President’s letter we wrote 
as follows: 


February 20, 1962 
President J. W. Behnken, D.D. 
210 North Broadway 
St. Louis 2, Missouri 
Dear President Behnken: 

“.. I herewith summon you... ,” you 
write on February 14, 1962. This is the lan- 
guage of popes and potentates and police 
magistrates. The Constitution of. The Luther- 
an Church—Missouri Synod, Art. VII speaks 
a different language: : 

“In its relations to its members Synod 
is not an ecclesiastical government exer- 
cising legislative or coercive powers. . .” 
This is in harmony with the declaration 

of our Confessions on matters neither com- 
manded nor forbidden by God’s Word: 

“Likewise, the article concerning Chris- 
tian liberty also is here at stake, which 
the Holy Ghost through the mouth of the 
holy apostle so earnestly charged His 
Church to preserve, as we have just heard. 
For as soon as this is weakened and the 
ordinances of men are forced upon the 
Church with coercion, as though it were 
wrong and a sin to omit them, the way 
is already prepared for idolatry, and by 
this means ordinances of men are after- 
wards multiplied and regarded as a divine 
worship, not only equal to the ordinances 
of God, but are even placed above them.” 
(F.C, X, Trig. 1057, 15.) 


This is the position of Martin Luther: 


“Therefore I say that neither pope nor 
bishop nor any man has authority to im- 
pose one syllable on a Christian man, un- 
less it is done with his consent.” (XIX, 68.) 
This is the principle maintained by the 

first president of the Missouri Synod in his 
first presidential address: 

“But Christ not only declares that He 
alone has the power in His Church and 
exercises it by His Word, but He also ex- 
pressly denies to all others any other 
power, any other rule, any other author- 
ity to command in His Church. Not only 
does He say, as already stated, ‘One is 
your Master, even Christ,’ but He also 
adds, ‘And all ye are brethren, that is, 
in My Church you are all equal, all sub- 
ject to Me, and no one the lord and com- 
manding officer of the other. In another 
passage He says to the disciples, “Ye know 
that the princes of the Gentiles exercise 
authority upon them. BUT IT SHALL NOT 
BE SO AMONG YOU; but whosoever will 
be great among you, let him be your 
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minister; and whosoever will be chief 
among you, let him be your servant.’” 
(Syn. Report II (1848), 32.) 


This principle Dr. Walther restated time 
after time, with a variety of examples, as in 
his essay before the Iowa District (I, 46): 


“We are indeed sheep, no four-legged 
ones indeed, but Christ’s sheep. If, then, 
yon wise preacher says, ‘I cannot prove 
it by the Bible, that is true, but you must 
respect the office I hold,’ say to him, ‘You 
appear to know nothing of what your of- 
fice is. We committed the office to you, 
not that you should play the master, but 
to preach the Gospel. To lord it over us is 
not your function.’ ” P. 53: “The right to 
prescribe laws for others only Christ 
has — but no synod, no territorial church, 
indeed no church in the whole world.” 
P. 54 “The consistories could not com- 
mand the smallest thing. Everyone who 
might have received a command, should 
have returned the decree and properly 
said, ‘I have nothing to do with you, sirs, 
in this respect. If you wish to talk with 
me, wait till I ask you. You have nothing 
to command me, but only to advise me, 
if I desire it.’ Such was Luther’s opinion.” 
P. 56: “Therefore we have declared in 
our synodical constitution: Synod is only 
an advisory body. ... For when a synod 
so conducts itself as if it were a German 
consistory, one must trample it under 
foot and say: I will not again surrender 
myself to rule by a hierarchy, but will 
stand firm as a free Christian and thank 
God that I am free of slavery. I will not 
let myself be enchained anew. That is in- 
deed a most frightful tyranny and, as we 
have already heard from Luther, a Chris- 
tian should rather die than tolerate it.” 


This has also been your position in the 
past. In 1951, exhorting us to agree to follow 
procedure which is “‘strictly along evangelical 
and brotherly lines,” you deplored that, “un- 
fortunately,” some entertain wrong impres- 
sions concerning this matter: 


“They speak as though the ‘Regularly- 
set-up channels’ were a judge or jury be- 
fore whom a person is ‘summoned.’ Synod 
has never done anything like this.” (Our 
italics. ) 


These Scriptural principles set forth by 
our Lutheran forefathers and followed by 
you yourself in the past have a different sound 
from “...I herewith summon you... .” 


Furthermore, you have not accorded us 
the civility of answering our oft-repeated per- 
tinent questions; you have totally ignored 
our requests for consideration in arranging 
a meeting place; you have repudiated our 
agreement of Feb. 24, 1961 that a tape-record- 
ing be made. And yet you write of ‘“‘a fraternal 
discussion” — while you “summon” us to ap- 
pear! 


You mention your “responsibility of super- 
vising doctrine,” yet you still give no hint 
of willingness to discuss the doctrinal issues, 
which we have asked for almost year and a 
half, and specify nothing but “the policies 
and practices of the Confessional Lutheran” 
as the discussion basis for the meeting to 
which you “summon” our Staff. 


In short, you have made no response to 
the basic requests of our letters from August 
31, 1960 on. 


In consideration of the principles and 
facts stated, acceptance of your right to ‘‘sum- 
mon” us to the meeting you propose would 
be — as our forefathers and you yourself 
emphasized so vigorously — to fly in the face 
of such admonitions and precepts of God’s 
Word as Gal. 5:1; I Cor. 3:21ff., and those 
cited above. 

Such being the circumstances, we reit- 
erate our desire “to hear from you again 
when you have reached a willingness to dis- 
cuss the doctrinal issues involved in your re- 
ports.” 


Yours in Christ’s Word, 
The gauaren: Staff 


The Confessional Lutheran Publicity Bureau 
By F. E. Bartling, Secretary 
cc: The 4 Vice-Presidents 


In reply to the above the following com- 
munication was received from the President’s 
office: 

February 23, 1962 
The Confessional Lutheran Publicity Bureau 
The Rev. F. E. Bartling, Secretary 
17 South Chicago Avenue 
Freeport, Illinois 


Dear Brethren: 


Again your letter brings the very disap- 
pointing information that you are not agree- 
ing to the meeting on February 27-28, which 
the Vice Presidents and I sought to arrange. 

This seems to indicate that there can he 
no thought of a meeting until after Easter. 
You informed me that because of the pres- 
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sure of the work during the Advent Season 
your men could not meet in December. I am 
taking for granted that the pressure of work 
during the approaching Lenten Season, there- 
fore, makes it impossible for you to consider 
coming to a meeting prior to Easter. 

Your letter charges me with the use of 
language such as is used by potentates, police 
magistrates, etc., because I used the word 
“summon.” 

You know full well what we meant. Why 
resort to such charges? 

You know full well that we were eager to 
get the group together to discuss with you 
the procedures and policies followed by the 
Confessional Lutheran. We hold that this is 
the first step to take. 

You know full well that we do want to 
discuss also the doctrinal issues with you. We 
have repeatedly informed you of this. Please 
do not report that we refuse to do so. 

Let me assure you that we are ready to 
meet when a meeting can be arranged. Both 
the Vice Presidents and I feel that such a 
meeting should take up the matters suggested 
in my recent letters in the manner mentioned. 

With cordial greetings, 

Fraternally yours, 
Signed: J. W. Behnken 


In response to the above, the following 
letter was sent by us to the President: 


March 10, 1962 
Dear President Behnken, 


We sincerely regret that you decided not 
to go ahead on February 27-28 with a meet- 
ing such as we have been requesting for a 
year and a half and for which we were again 
ready. In the exercise of our God-given in- 
alienable prerogative to judge doctrine and 
under the protective guarantee of Synod’s 
Constitution (Art. III:8) we have since Aug. 
31, 1960 been requesting a meeting for the 
purpose of making clear the Scriptural un- 
acceptableness of settlement of the Schar- 
lemann Case as proposed in your letter of 
Aug. 22, 1960. We have also assured you that 
we would be prepared to present a succinct 
summary of the issues when we meet. Such 
a meeting — a meeting in which these issues 
would be made basic to all else — you have 
consistently declined all this while. 


On the other hand, you counter-propose 
a meeting of a different “type,” for which you 
recently issued a “summons.” In your letter 
of February 23, in which you informed us 
that there would be no meeting on Feb. 


27-28, you state that we know full well what 
you meant when you used the word “sum- 
mon.” We naturally understood you to mean 
summon. Or don’t you mean what you say, 
and say what you mean? In such a case it 
would remain for you to explain yourself. 

Your office does impose on you supervi- 
sion of the doctrine of Synodical personnel 
and makes you accountable for this (Const., 
Art. XI). That certain essays of Prof. Schar- 
lemann, the doctrinal position of which you 
once said you do not share, have ‘‘caused 
a great stir and disturbance in many hearts” 
you admitted in your letter of August 22, 
1960 to Synod’s clergy and teachers. It is 
precisely for this reason that we have now 
for a year and a half been endeavoring ta 
hold with you such a meeing as we have been 
requesting. Meanwhile you have implemented 
your letter of Aug. 22, 1960 by your pub- 
lished agreement of Nov. 29, 1961 with Prof. 
Scharlemann’s position and procedure. The 
latter includes publication of his essay “God 
Is One” in the NLC Lutheran Quarterly of 
August, 1959 and further propagandizing of 
his subversive views in other essays. This 
report should therefore be included in the 
basis of discussion which would be given 
priority in any meeting between us. Only so 
can there be any hope of arriving at a God- 
pleasing agreement. 

When you respond, we expect that you 
will take into account our agreements as to 
a moderator, a recording, and our request 
as to a meeting place. 


® Ecclesiasticism — Not for True 
Protestants 


“The object of Protestant Christianity is 
freedom from that ecclesiasticism which the 
primitive Church was unacquainted with, and 
which owes its origin and development to the 
medieval Church.” (McClintock and Strong, 
Cyclopedia of Biblical Literature.) 


Scripture speaks of this when it says in 
the Revelation of St. John the divine (chapt. 
13, 3-4) that “all the world wondered after 
the beast [Rome — in its erstwhile pagan 
state, and then in its subsequent papal state] 
... and they worshipped the beast, saying, 
Who is like unto the beast?” 


Yes, Rome has many admirers — and 
imitators of its ecclesiasticism. 

Christ, deliver us from those who would 
lord it over Thy heritage! 


48 


THe CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


© Luther Says — 
The Word Is to Rule 


Those who are in the offices of the Church 
or in the office of the ministry have this 
Word only, whereby to serve others, and not 
to make themselves lords. Therefore the same 
applies whether the servant of the church is 
great or small, young or old, if only he has 
the Word, and applies it properly or in the 
right way. For it is only the Word which one 
is to observe. The Word shall rule and not 
the person who uses it. 


® Unrequited Love 


Truly to love with God’s own love we must 
be willing to be misunderstood and to be 
sometimes described as “unloving.” 

— Selected. 

Note: Love is the fulfilling of the Law; 
it does not ignore the First Table of the 
Law — love of God, His Name, His Word. 


® God’s Word — Or Tyranny 


Wm. Penn, founder of Pennsylvania, once 
said that if men refused “to be governed 
by God, they would be ruled by tyrants.” 


This is as true in churches (which, like 
secular governments, are becoming more and 
more totalitarian today) as it is of political 
states. 


The Lord through His holy Apostle says 
to Christians: “If ye be led of the Spirit, ye 
are not under law,” (Gal. 5,18). The Spirit, 
however, Jeads us through the Word. One 
who, constrained by the love of God in Christ, 
has grasped this secret and is willingly being 
led by the Spirit will, when he is pointed to 
His Word for direction in doctrine and in 
life (and this includes the divine Law, too — 
in its “Third” use), not complain about “le- 
galism” and the like. 


In a contrary case there is nothing left 
but the commandments of men and real le- 
galism — and tyranny! 


@ Liberal Theology 
In Concordia Seminary Chair 
When Concordia Seminary was dedicated 
in 1883, Dr. C. F. W. Walther gave the dedi- 


catory address. Among other things he made 
these specific statements, freely translated 


from the German, “In this house the subject 
of study shall not be human words and human 
wisdom, but the Word of God and nothing 
but the Word of God and the entire Word 


and whatever may serve to_analyze and apply 
it, It shall be studied with tireless diligence & 


rom the first ray of the morning till the 


coming of night. In this house the Book of 


Books shall be explained and expounded not 
according to human reason, as the rational- 
ists do, nor according to the writing of the 
fathers, as the Papists do, nor according to 
new revelations, as the enthusiasts do, but 
Scripture shall interpret Scripture, the Old 
Testament the New and the New the Old, 
the individual the entire and the entire the 
individual part. Not new doctrines shall be 
studied in this house, but only the old and 
ever young teaching of Him who said, ‘‘Heav- 
en and earth shall pass away, but my Word 
shall not pass away.” Matt. 24:35. Not the 
private opinions and views of any human 
being, be he as pious as he will, shall be 
perused and given validity, but only the 
teachings of the one holy Christian Church 
of all times and climes. .. . Never shall light 
and darkness, truth and error dwell peace- 
fully side by side in this house, but only the 
King of Truth shall reign who said, ‘If ye 
continue in my word, then are ye my dis- 
ciples indeed, and ye shall know the truth, 
and the truth shall make you free.’ John 8: 
31-32, ‘I am come not to send peace, but the 
sword,’ Matt. 10:34.’ 

When the new Concordia Seminary was 
dedicated in 1926 Pres. J. W. Behnken said 
among other things, “... We recall that from 
its infancy to its present growth, we have 
been blessed with theological professors who 
have been conscientious, God-fearing men, 
who not merely were Christians at heart, but 
also stood four-square for the pure, unadulter- 
ated teachings of the Word of God in the 
classroom. One of the cancerous diseases 
which have developed in many theological 
institutions today is this, that some profes- 
sors have joined ranks of the Modernists, 
evolutionists, higher critics, etc. By the grace 
of God’ this shall never happen at our new 
Concordia Seminary.’ 

Concordia Seminary in St. Louis presents 
a slightly different picture today. At least one 
chair is influenced by Liberal theology, judg- 
ing by the writings which have issued from it. 
We shall restrict ourselves to one writing, 
The Bible As Record, Witness and Medium by 
Martin H. Scharlemann. 


Among the erroneous teachings put forth 
there, we shall cite only the one on Revela- 
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tion. This has never been retracted. The sum 
and substance of the view on revelation pre- 
sented here is this: the Bible itself is not a 
revelation of God, but merely a record of 
revelation and therefore the word “inerrant” 
does not apply, because the Bible contains 
errors in areas which are not essential to 
salvation. Scharlemann states on page 2 (pagi- 
nation is according to my copy), “We may 
therefore confidently speak of the Bible as 
the record of and witness to the saving will 
and redemptive activity of God. It is in this 
way that the Scriptures serve as a medium 
of revelation in every generation.” Here he 
is repeating what J. K. S. Reid said in 1957, 
“But the Bible is not simply and directly 
revelation, but only the witness to revelation 
which God for His purposes takes to be the 
instrument for revealing Himself anew.’ 
Karl Barth writes, “In the Bible we meet with 
human words written in human speech, and 
in these words, and therefore by means of 
them, we hear of the lordship of the Triune 
God. Therefore when we have to do with the 
Bible, we have to do primarily with this 
means, with these words, with the witness 
which as such is not itself revelation, but 
only — and this is the limitation — the wit- 
ness to it.”* Dr. Scharlemann teaches that the 
Bible is not God’s revelation but merely a 
testimony by witnesses to God’s mighty acts. 
He writes, “The Biblical documents confront 
us, therefore, with personal testimony, with 
an interpretation of events. This is not with- 
out its bearing on the art of Biblical inter- 
pretation. The wording and formulations of 
the Scriptures almost always intend to point 
beyond themselves to the great events of 
what we have called Heilsgeschichte.’® Ac- 
cording to his own footnote, Scharlemann 
quotes as his authority for this statement Bult- 
mann and William Temple, “Revelation is an 
event that destroys death, not a doctrine that 
death does not exist,’ Rudolph Bultmann, 
Der Begriff der Offenbarung im Neuen Testa- 
ment, p. 22, note 5. “For the record is not 
itself revelation; it is the record’ set down 
by men in the illumination supplied by their 
knowledge of God, of the facts wherein the 
revelation was given,” William Temple in 
Revelation, p. 91, as edited by John Baillie 
and Hugh Martin (MacMillan, 1937).° Schar- 
lemann continues his view, “A single theme 
runs through the whole Scripture. What we 
have in these various documents is a series 
or cluster of witnesses to God’s ‘good pleas- 
ure’ in liberating His people. Even the minis- 
try of our Lord is described in these terms 
by the evangelist John. The works that Jesus 


did —- and not only His words — testified to 
the gracious will of the Father. His life was 
a means of revelation, and His words were a 
running commentary, so to speak, on God’s 
saving purpose. Both pointed beyond them- 
selves to the Father. ‘He who has seen Me 
has seen the Father,’ Jesus is quoted as say- 
ing to Philip (John 14:9). Now, if even this 
life was one of witness, how much more is 
the record of it a witness to revelation rather 
than a revelation in itself?’’ Again, “They 
(the Scriptures) are our only source of in- 
formation on the subject matter of our re- 
demption. They are God’s Word in the sense 
that they convey to us the only authoritative 
interpretation of God’s acts.’’* This, of course, 
is Barth’s view of the Scriptures. He says, 
“Holy Scripture as such is not a revelation. 
And yet Scripture is the revelation, if and in 
so far as Jesus Christ speaks to us through 
the witness of His prophets and apostles.’ 
Again, “Holy Scripture is a token of revela- 
tion.’ In another place he says, “It is a 
witness to God’s revelation, but that does 
not mean that God’s revelation is now before 
us in any kind of divine revealedness.”!! 


Dr. Scharlemann states that revelation 
does not consist in God’s giving man proposi- 
tional truths, but in revealing Himself as the 
Lord of all life. He says, “Our Scriptures 
speak of revelation as God’s act of breaking 
into the closed circle of our existence for the 
purpose of making Himself known as the Lord 
of all life, all history and all nature.’ Reid, 
in the work cited, states, “If revelation does 
not consist of propositions, of what does it 
consist? and what does it convey? The other 
strain which runs side by side with the prop- 
ositional view, is that revelation consists not 
in the communication of truths about God, 
but in the disclosure of God. God reveals 
Himself, not merely information about Him- 
self. Kittel in the article just mentioned as- 
sumes almost without argument that God is 
the subject of revelation. Revelation is used 
in the Bible to mean the suspension of God’s 
characteristic hiddeness and the bestowal of 
Himself in communion. This amounts to lin- 
guistic corroboration of the difference sug- 
gested already between the biblical view and 
the propositional view of revelation. When 
the biblical writers use the term ‘revelation,’ 
what they primarily mean is, not that they 
are made participants of some esoteric in- 
formation about deity, but that they are taken 
up into fellowship with deity; not that cer- 
tain puzzles concerning God’s nature are re- 
solved, but rather the distance between God 
and man is annihilated and men drawn into 
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communion with God.” Austin Farrer writes, 
“In taking up the topic of Scriptural inspira- 
tion, we should like to attach ourselves to the 
thought of the ancient Church; but this, we 
are told, is just what we have not to do. For, 
it is said, pre-modern thought on the subject 
was vitiated by a single and cardinal false 
assumption — the assumption that revelation 
was given in the form of propositions. The 
sacred writers were supposed to have been 
moved by it matters not what process of mind 
to put down on paper a body of propositions 
which, as they stand on the paper, are de 
facto inerrant. It is now impossible, we are 
told, to get anywhere from here. We now 
recognize that the propositions on the Scrip- 
tural page express the response of human 
witnesses to divine events, not a miraculous 
divine dictation.”'* Dr. Scharlemann carries 
this thought farther. “In Biblical thought, 
then, revelation is the self-disclosure of God 
as a personal being to man as a person, that 
is to say, in action. Revelation, therefore, is 
not primarily a method of transmitting a 
body of information. Quite the contrary, God 
reveals His being as it relates to men by what 
He does and by the intent and manner of 
His activity. The impartation of supernatural 
knowledge, especially of the future, may oc- 
cur. But this is always secondary to the main 
theme. The incident of Saul looking for his 
father’s donkeys is illuminating in this con- 
nection. For when Saul came to Samuel to 
inquire about the donkeys, the answer con- 
cerned God’s plans for His people. This 
concern for His Israel always remains the 
subject of revelation.” In 1951 G. S. Hen- 
dry expressed .practically the same _ idea. 
“Ideas of revelation are common to all reli- 
gions (with the possible exception of Bud- 
dhism); nowhere is the divine conceived as 
directly accessible in the same way as ob- 
jects of sense and human beings. But only in 
the Bible is revelation asserted in the strict 
and absolute sense. Here God Himself is at 
once the subject and object of it. It does not 
consist in the impartation of supernatural 
knowledge or the disclosure of the future. 
These may indeed occur (e.g. in I Sam. 9:9 
we read of the custom observed ‘when a man 
went to inquire of God’); but they are always 
secondary and incidental to the main theme, 
which is God’s revelation of Himself — as in 
the instance cited, when Saul came to Samuel 
to inquire about the asses, the answer con- 
cerned God’s purpose with his people.” The 
dethronement of Scripture as God’s revelation 
was Reid’s position in 1957. He writes, 
“Barth’s presentation made it clear from the 


start that a clean break has been made with 
the tendency in Protestant orthodoxy to iden- 
tify revelation with Holy Scripture.” Again, 
“But the Bible is not simply and directly rev- 
elation, but only the witness to revelation, 
which God for His purposes takes to be the 
instrument for revealing Himself anew.”’!® 


According to Dr. Scharlemann, revelation 
is not a body of truth which God has given; 
it is rather an account of how God has re- 
vealed Himself in mighty acts. He states, 
“Where man and the body of information he 
is to acquire are viewed as being entirely 
separate and neutral entities that are brought 
together by following the laws of the mind, 
there revelation is understood to be the ver- 
bal or conceptual communication of a body 
of truths by divine authority. In this view the 
Bible gets to be primarily a source-book of 
information, a collection of divine truths, 
rather than a record of and witness to God’s 
redemptive acts.’* This is the same thought 
which the Reformed theologian John Baillie 
advanced in 1956. “It is that what is funda- 
mentally revealed is God Himself, not prop- 
isitions about God. Equally remarkable, how- 
ever, is the recent agreement on the second, 
which is this: that God reveals Himself in 
ACTION — in the gracious activity by which 
He invades the field of human experience and 
human history which is otherwise but a vain 
show, empty and drained of meaning... . 
The Bible is essentially the story of the acts 
of God.”?° Again, “No affirmation runs more 
broadly throughout recent writing on our sub- 
ject than that which in the last chapter we 
were concerned to make, namely, that all 
revelation is given, not in the form of direct- 
ly communicated knowledge, but through 
events which are apprehended by faith as the 
‘mighty acts’ of God, and which therefore en- 
gender in the mind of man such reflective 
knowledge of God as it is given him to pos- 
sess. It is clear that this represents a very 
radical departure from the traditional eccle- 
siastical formulation which identified revela- 
tion with the written word of Scripture and 
gave to the acts of God in history the revela- 
tional status only of being among the things 
concerning which Scripture informed us.’’?! 
Baillie also quotes William Temple in Revela- 
tion in 1937 as follows: “It is not the sub- 
jective consciousness of the prophets whicn 
is primary; it is the facts of which they are 
conscious —— the Exodus, the division of the 
Kingdom, the rise of Assyria and Babylon, 
the retreat of Sennacherib, the Captivity, the 
Exile, the Return of the Remnant, the Re- 
building of the Temple. It is here, in these 
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great events, that the Lord made bare his 
arm, and the prophetic consciousness is first 
and foremost a consciousness of these facts as 
mighty acts of God.”” G. S. Hendry wrote 
in 1951, “God reveals Himself in his acts on 
the plane of history. The fundamental fact 
of the Old Testament faith is the liberation 
of Israel from the house of bondage; it is by 
this act that God made Himself known to, 
Israel. For God acts in history, and through 
all that He does, He makes Himself known. 
The creed: of Israel consists of a rehearsal 
of the acts of God and the books of the Old 
Testament which we call ‘historical’ were 
described in the Jewish Canon as the ‘earlier 
prophets’; for the history they record is not 
that of the people of Israel, but the mighty 
acts of the Lord.’?* H. Wheeler Robinson 
wrote in 1946, “It follows that revelation 
through such means will not be a series of 
propositions about God, but a disclosure of 
God Himself as far as the event can disclose 
Him.’’*# 


How did God’s “mighty acts” reveal Him? 
Only in the light of the interpretation put 
on them by the Biblical writers. We quote 
from The Bible as Record, Witness and Medi- 
um, “Yet their (God’s mighty acts) signifi- 
cance in terms of God’s purposes was not 
understood except from within God’s com- 
munity. God revealed Himself only in the 
covenant relationship. The meaning of such 
events as the Babylonian exile or the activ- 
ity of the early Church were usually misread 
by such as had not come into the circle of 
God’s truth. There was really nothing para- 
historical or supra-historical in the structure 
of these occurances. Yet they were seen as 
mighty acts of God only in the light of the 
interpretation put on them by prophet, apos- 
tle, poet, wise man, teacher and evangelist.”** 
“Strictly speaking and in a primary sense 
the Scriptures are not in themselves a revela- 
tion. . . . Our Bible is the record of God’s 
revelatory acts.’’* “The Biblical documents 
confront us, therefore, with personal testi- 
mony, with an interpretation of events.’ 
“Moreover, they (the Scriptures) are our 
only source of information on the subject 
matter of our redemption. They are God’s 
Word in the sense that they convey to us 
the only authoritative interpretation of God’s 
acts. We speak of them, therefore, as in- 
spired documents.”?* Says Hendry, “God’s 
mighty and gracious acts, however, often 
failed to achieve their revealing purpose be- 
cause of the blindness and obtuseness of his 
people. So God raised up a special class of 
men to speak for Him and to be interpreters 


of His work. These men, the prophets, be- 
came by an act of grace the great agents of 
God’s revelation of Himself by His word. Yet 
the word is never to be thought of in an intel- 
lectualistic sense as the communication of 
an abstract truth. The Hebrew word for 
‘word’ means also thing, act, event, and with 
God word and work are one. The word of 
God is the speaking or significant side of His 
word.’ Baillie writes, “The prophets and 
apostles all believed that only by God’s own 
aid were they enabled to interpret His mighty 
acts. ‘Surely,’ says Amos, ‘the Lord will da 
nothing but he revealeth his secret unto his 
servants, the prophets.’’’*? Brunner states, 
“The fact of the illumination necessarily be- 
longs to the process of revelation itself; with- 
out it an event is no more revelation than 
light is light without a seeing and illuminat- 
ing eye.’*! 


To support his claim that revelation con- 
sists of God revealing Himself in “mighty 
acts,” Scharlemann resorts to rather fanciful 
methods. By a sort of algebraic formula of 
cancellations and substitutions he tries to 
make the Old Testament word of dabhar 
[work] and “act,” and in the New Testament 
logos [word] and ergon [act] to mean the 
same thing. According to him, the phrase 
“the word of God” is synonymous with 
“acts of God.” He writes, “As already 
indicated in our first section, one of the terms 
most frequently used in the language of rev- 
elation is ‘the word of God.’ This concept 
occurs in the Old Testament as dabhar in, 
some combination or other no less than four 
hundred times. Now, dabhar does not mean 
‘word’ only; it is frequently used of God’s 
acts. In fact, the whole distinction between 
logos and ergon, between word and work, is 
a Greek idea, which is not reflected in Biblical 
usage. Even in John’s gospel doing and saying 
occur as practically synonymous as, for 
example, in 8:28: ‘...I can do nothing of 
my own but speak thus as the Father taught 
me.’ The expression ‘word of God’ is used 
with particular reference to those acts of God 
by which He manifested His redemptive 
power. These revelatory events are charged 
with all the characteristics of God Himself 
and convey God to men as the recipients and 
beneficiaries of such communication,’’*? If 
“word” and “work” are the same thing in 
the New Testament, what shall we make of 
the distinction which Jesus Himself draws, 
e.g. in Luke 6:46, “And why call ye me Lord, 
Lord, and do not the things which I say?” 
Again, in Matt. 7:21, “Not everyone that saith 
unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the 
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kingdom of heaven; but he that doeth the 
will of my Father which is in heaven.” It is 
plain to see that “word” and ‘‘work” are 
not synonymous. 


What is the significance of all of this? 
Why is there a difference between “The Bible 
is God’s revelation” and “The Bible is merely 
the record of God’s revelation”? If the Bible 
is merely the record of God’s revelation, then 
it is possible that it might contain historical, 
geographical or scientific inaccuracies. In that 
case the Bible merely becomes “reliable,” but 
is not “inerrant” and “infallible.” That is 
exactly the teaching which Scharlemann ad- 
vances. He says, “What the sacred writers 
record and what they give their witness to 
is God’s faithfulness in keeping His promises. 
They do so moreover from within their own 
limitations in terms of historical, geograph- 
ical, or scientific information. .. . It would be 
folly to accept the zoological or biological in- 
formation contained in Leviticus, let us say, 
as scientifically accurate in a_ present-day 
sense.’”** Once this is conceded, the next step 
will be to accept all of Modernism’s views on 
Scripture. For the first hundred years of its 
existence the Missouri Synod was an island 
in a sea of Modernism. Apparently the sea- 
wall is beginning to crack and can no longer 
withstand the pounding waves. 


The St. Louis professor has never revised 
his views on revelation as set forth in his 
conference paper. This is borne out by his 
statement on the subject in The Lutheran 
Witness, April 4, 1961, “It was necessary, he 
acknowledged, to ‘tear down’ at times in order 
to. build up a new concept of revelation.” The 
new concept which he has built up and tries 
to teach the Church is not Lutheran but 
Liberal. Liberal theology now dominates one 
chair in the St. Louis Concordia Seminary. 


Rev. L. W. Faulstick, Ph.D. 
Los Angeles, Cal. 
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® Missouri’s Survey Commission 
Report 


In connection with the Report of the Sur- 
vey Commission for Missouri’s Cleveland Con- 
vention we suggest that you take a look at 
the Minority Report of Fred C. Rutz in the 
Reports and Memorials of the San Francisco 
Convention (1959), pp. 442-444. You will 
there find that while during the ten-year peri- 
od from 1947-1956 the number of Communi- 
cant Members of the Missouri Synod 
increased 28.8% (and the number of con- 
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gregations 18.4%), Synod’s bureaucratic 
personnel increased 174.1% (an average of 
17.41% per year)! To quote the words of 
Mr. Rutz, “Synod’s personnel has increased 
tremendously in the last decade, and there 
seems to be no abatement in its growth. with- 
out compensating results... .” (Italics added.) 

We are constantly exhorted to give more 
for “missions” (and this is good). But more 
and more of what we give for the Church’s 
great mission is devoured by Synod’s machin- 
ery. (Also education is demanding propor- 
tionately more and more.) Mr. Rutz’s report 
mekes one sit up and take note: “The com- 
bined missions in North and South America, 
Foreign, and the Negro mission fields are 
receiving a smaller percentage of Synod’s 
total budget; and a comparison of the 1952 
figures with the 1959 shows a decrease of six 
and one-tenth per cent (6.1%) or a reduction 
of their fair share of over one million dol- 
lars (1,006,500); this, while we are exhorting 
our people to do more for missions.” 

This is not yet the end of things. “The 
major proposal of the majority of the Survey 
Commission is a recommendation to build a 
superstructure upon Synod’s existing organi- 
zation; and the nature of this super-organiza- 
tion is such as to lead to a centralization of 
power and to eliminate the direct responsibil- 
ity which the agencies have to Synod; and 
all of this will add considerably to the cost 
of administration.” 

Nor is this all. Careful examination of the 
Survey Report which is to come before the 
Cleveland Convention would deprive congre- 
gations of a good measure of their sovereign- 
ty and further build up the synodical franken- 
stein, the juggernaut that threatens more and 
more ruthlessly to roll right over them and 
crush what sovereign life they still have left 
them. 

Consider well the survey report, and let 
intelligent Christian concern for our congre- 
gations dictate the course of our synod! 


@ What More Could Be Done 
To Destroy Missouri? 


Here is a question which goes again and 
again through our mind and heart these 
days — what more could be done to destroy 
Missouri than what is being done? 

First of all, there is the Modernism which 
Prof. Martin H. Scharlemann has espoused 
and which he has documented in a number of 
essays. After much “stalling” and vacillation, 
Dr. Scharlemann’s position has been endorsed 


by Missouri’s highest officialdom — its Presi- 
dium. It is, by the way, not merely a “‘sup- 
posed” position of Prof. Scharlemann to 
which the Confessional Lutheran has been 
directing itself these years, as the Minnesota 
District President misinformed the meeting 
of the College of Presidents and Missouri’s 
two faculties, in a paper on Fraternal Admo- 
nition in the Nov. 27-29 meeting in St. Louis. 
The evidence of Prof. Scharlemann’s position 
is too overwhelming to be passed off that 
lightly, not to speak of the unwarranted de- 
famation, by such a charge, of those who 
have been presenting this evidence to a point 
of nausea. The true peace of the Church is 
anything but furthered in such a way. 


Next, there is the announced intention of 
Missouri’s officialdom to have it join up with 
the American Lutheran Church andi the Unit- 
ed Lutheran Church (which is to become the 
“Lutheran Church in America” concurrently 
with absorption of Augustana and two smaller 
synods in June), in the National Lutheran 
Council — which is very willing to have its 
structure remodeled a bit so as to provide 
comfortable quarters for Missouri. We are 
not going to repeat here what has been said 
about this matter in another article of this 
issue of our journal (St. Louis Faculty De- 
clared to Be at Odds With Official Position). 
It should be enough just to have called atten- 
tion to this. However, we shall add what has 
been stated about the matter in the Lutheran 
Spokesman, publication of the Church of the 
Lutheran Confession, which has said (Dec. 
1961, p. 14): 


The present discussions revealed a 
number of things but didn’t reveal why 
a new agency was necessary to replace the 
NLC. If the discussions revealed ‘‘a con- 
sensus on the doctrine of the Gospel... 
sufficient to justify” the consideration of 
establishing a new agency, why wasn’t that 
consensus sufficient to justify Missouri to 
consider joining the NLC Jas is]? It isn’t 
at all clear that by forming a new agency, 
which it had a hand in creating, the sup- 
posed “conservative” Missouri Synod will 
free itself from unionistic involvement 
which heretofore hindered it from be- 
coming a full member of the NLC. 


Dr. H. Hamann of Australia had already 
said the same thing in substance. (Austral- 
asian Theological Review, March 1961; cp. 
Confessional Lutheran, Sept. 1961, p. 148ff.) 


Finally, there is the Report of Missouri’s 
Survey Commission. We shall here mention 
only one thing in it. Art. VII of Missouri’s 


54 THe CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


Constitution defines the Relation of Synod 
to its Members. It guarantees that ‘‘with re- 
spect to the individual congregation’s right 
of self-government it [the synod] is but an 
advisory body” (‘“‘not an ecclesiastical govern- 
ment exercising legislative or coercive pow- 
ers”). This guarantee of congregational sov- 
ereignty seems to have become more and 
more a thorn in the side of some people in 
more recent years. The survey report says 
that congregations may enjoy ‘Christian 
freedom” but... Look out for that “but”! — 
but must not show “selfishness, non-coopera- 
tive individualism and authoritarianism.” 


These are weasel-words. ‘“Non-coopera- 
tive’ with whom and what? And just what 
is this “individualism and authoritarianism”’ 
that is denounced? Who is to determine when 
that and “selfishness” exist, and how? These 
are questions which can’t be just dismissed 
(as are so many other things these days! ) 


Wouldn’t it make more sense if, instead, 
the Report would, in view of present-day cir- 
cumstances, read: Officials are not to become 
officious or overbearing but are most con- 
scientiously and evangelically to help safe- 
guard the God-given sovereignty of congre- 
gations? Dr. E. J. Friedrich has in a recent 
article in the American Lutheran pointed out 
the very real danger of encroachment of our 
bureaucracy on the freedom of congregations. 
Dr. Reuben W. Hahn, executive secretary of 
our Commission of College and University 
Work, in an article in the Lutheran Layman 
(Feb. 1), called the Survey Report “misdirec- 
tion” and “pious verbiage.” His statement 
reads: 


In pious verbiage the published Report 
of the Synodical Survey Commission at- 
tempts to finalize at the Cleveland Con- 
vention the wholly secular organization 
foisted on our federation of congrega- 
tions at the convention in San Francisco 
in 1959 at a time when such organization- 
alism is properly castigated by alert forces 
in prophetic Christendom and derided by 
authorities on administration in the com- 
mercial and industrial realm of profits. 
Will the Missouri Synod again through 
misdirection adopt what others have 
weighed and found wanting? 


Since the Survey Report so vitally con- 
cerns the life and liberty of all congregations, 
it should never have been put into the hands 
of delegates at all (only two to each circuit 
of from 10-15 congregations) for action at 
Cleveland without having been first submit- 
ted to all congregations for careful study so 


that they might see to it that their liberties 
are properly safeguarded. Let it be rejected 
at Cleveland since this has been done. 


We hope and pray that there may be 
many overtures asking as much, and that 
delegates will see to it that these are proper- 
ly complied with — despite any pressure that 
may be exerted by Synod’s well-lubricated 
machinery. We are already suffering under 
too much oppressive bureaucracy. 


@ Dr. Wolbrecht, The NCC, 
And “The Church” 


The National Council of Churches Divi- 
sion of Home Missions held its annual meet- 
ing in December at Atlantic City. This is the 
NCC Division in which Missouri’s Board for 
Missions in North and South America held 
furtive membership until the truth leaked 
out and an end was put to it by indignant 
popular demand. At the same time Missouri’s 
Board defiantly announced that it would seek 
to continue contacts with the NCC. (Cp. Lu- 
theran Witness, Nov. 14, 1961.) 22 denomina- 
tions were represented by 200 home mission 
leaders at the meeting in Atlantic City. 


Among those present was Dr. Walter F. 
Wolbrecht, Executive Director of the Missouri 
Synod. 


What was Dr. Wolbrecht doing at this 
NCC meeting? He gave participants a lesson 
in bureaucracy! In the concluding session of 
the four-day assembly, he delivered an ad- 
dress on “Ecclesiastical Bureaucracy, Its 
Works and Its Ways.” 


During the course of his talk, according 
to a report in the Lutheran Layman, Dr. Wol- 
brecht “defined church leadership as a pro- 
cess which prevents cleavage between the 
church and its people.” We have always held, 
and we still do, that the Church, and also a 
church, is people. (See our article, “St. Louis 
Faculty Declared to Be at Odds With Official 
Position.” ) Our Catechism Explanation de- 
fines the Church as follows: ‘The holy Chris- 
tian Church is the communion of saints, that 
is, the whole number of believers in Christ; 
for all believers, and only believers, are mem- 
bers of the Church. (The Invisible Church. )” 
It defines the visible “Church” as follows: 
“The visible Church is the whole number of 
those who use the Word of God and profess 
the Christian faith, but among whom, besides 
the true Christians, there are also hypocrites.” 
In both instances, the Church (also a church) 
consists of people; they are the Church. 
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Dr. Wolbrecht’s statement, as reported in 
the Lutheran Layman, now has us wondering 
what he understands by “the church.” 

His statement also raises a few other ques- 
tions, in addition to that of his being part 
of the assembly of a division of the NCC. And 
as for this first question, What was he doing 
there?, do not he and other officials of the 
Missouri Synod realize that precisely such 
fraternization with the liberalistic and union- 
istic NCC IS a cause of cleavage among us? 
Or — DON’T THEY CARE? 


© “Emergence” in the Caribbean 


“Emergence” is one of the key words with 
which unionists operate these days. Whenever 
some individual or some group leave their 
confessional moorings for some _ unionistic 
venture, they are said to be “emerging.” This 
is a most useful word in the dictionary of 
unionism. “Isolationism” is its counterpart. 
It means that one shuns religious unionism. 


A few years ago the St. Louis Lutheran 
informed the world that under the direction 
of Prof. Martin Scharlemann our St. Louis 
seminary was “emerging.” Now it’s our mis- 
sion in the Caribbean. The Lutheran World, 
quarterly publication of the Lutheran World 
Federation, in its December 1961 issue re- 
ported that the annual conference of all Lu- 
theran pastors in the Caribbean took place 
during the last week of July, 1961 in Quito, 
the capitol of Ecuador. It made a point of 
stating: 

“It was particularly gratifying that 
brethren of the Lutheran Missouri Synod, 
who carry on their missionary work in the 
Carribbean from their headquarters in 
Guatemala City, took part in the pastors’ 
conference convened by the Latin America 
Committee of the Lutheran World Federa- 
tion,” the fifth such conference held. 


The Quito conference will represent 

a special landmark,” the article says, “be- 

cause it became quite clear that the rep- 

resentatives of Lutheran work in the Car- 
ibbean —- who come from a variety of 

‘camps’ — are in the act of forming a 

real community together in the service of 

the gospel.” (Emphases by us.) 

“Co-operation” in externals only? 

The same article reports that “at the 
second Latin America conference, which took 
place in Lima at the beginning of August, 
1961, 10% of the 130 official delegates were 
for the first time Lutherans who, in the 


framework of the Evangelical National Coun- 
cils, represented the entire Protestant move- 
ment in their respective countries.” “That is 
a very gratifying sign” the article states, 
“for the increasing cooperation of evangelical 
Lutheran Christians in South America in the 
whole Protestant movement.’”’ (All emphases 
in this article are ours.) The article then goes 
on to state: 

“It is only when we have emerged from 
our own isolation that we can begin to take 
into consideration the responsibility for, and 
the effect on the Roman Catholic Church of, 
the Reformation of Martin Luther.” 

Isn’t it too bad that Luther didn’t know 
this? Think of the troubles with non-Lutheran 
Protestants he could have been spared! 

One wonders why Lutheran World Lu- 
therans don’t “emerge”? some more and: stop 
calling themselves Lutherans at all. There 
would be a real end to “isolation” as far as 
they are concerned. And from there it would 
be but another step to “emergence” from 
Protestant “isolation.” Only then could one 
begin to take into consideration the responsi- 
bility for, and the effect on the world for, the 
cause of Christ. 


Do you get it? Do you see how easy this 
all is? And do you see the simple logic of 
the whole situation? Or do you sense that 
something very important is being naively 
ignored in it? 


@ Free Conferences — How Free? 


When the free conference known as the 
State of the Church Conference was held in 
Milwaukee in May 1961, some free-lance jour- 
nals which do not seem to understand the 
nature of free conferences or were not in 
possession of facts found fault with the con- 
ference, objecting that it was not “free.” 


For instance, the Badger Lutheran said 
(June 8, 1961): “We point out that any 
number of persons have told us that they ob- 
jected to the signing of any statement regard- 
less of intent, since such action no longer 
puts a conference in the domain of a ‘free’ 
activity.” (Emphasis added.) 


“Any number” leaves a lot of room to 
the imagination. For instance, a million could 
qualify under it; so could a single one. The 
whole report shows that the reporter was 
speaking for herself — perhaps not even for 
every member of the Badger Lutheran staff. 


But how about this matter of objecting to 
signing any statement? When Dr. Walther 
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engaged in certain historic free conferences 
a condition was that all participants had to 
have pledged themselves to the confession of 
the Lutheran Church. The conferences never 
were intended for anyone else. Participants 
were free in that they did not have to seek 
permission from some over-officious individ- 
ual or arrogant, authoritarian group for their 
participation in the conference, and that their 
church was not necessarily to be held respon- 
sible for statements freely made by them. 
Such is the nature and character of free con- 
ferences. To participate actively in the State 
of the Church Conference (which was for Mis- 
sourians) all that was required was the sign- 
ing of a statement which in substance amount- 
ed to a declaration that one adhered to the 
public doctrine of the Missouri Synod — in 
dead earnest — specifically its Brief State- 
ment of its Doctrinal Position. We know of 
no reason why any loyal Missourian should 
hesitate to sign such a statement. Anyone 
who did hesitate (for any reason whatso- 
ever) was still permitted to attend the con- 
ference as an observer. What could be wrong 
about such an arrangement? If, as the Lu- 
theran Layman mourned (June 1, 1961), 
“Prominent officials were seated in the rear 
of the room and denied the privilege of the 
floor,” this was by their own choice. (We had 


been informed before the conference that . 


should any official, even though not register- 
ed as an active participant, ask to be per- 
mitted to make a statement, such a special 
privilege would be granted. We saw and heard 
no official make such a request nor, conse- 
quently, “denied the privilege of the floor.” 
No doubt, there would have been a proper 
reply to any statement which might have 
been made by some official, however, prom- 
inent!) At least one of the most prominent 
officials of the Missouri Synod, the Synodical 
Counselor by the way, was not “seated in the 
rear of the room,” but right among active 
participants in the conference, and he wore 
a badge entitling him to such a privilege. 
Later, the huge publication facilities of the 
Missouri Synod were put at his disposal to 
speak his mind about the conference — a 
privilege which members who planned and 
carried out the conference could today not 
dream of enjoying, however worthy (and Mis- 
sourian!) the cause which they represent. 
This is one of the reasons for the free con- 
ference. 


While the conference, contrary to current 
fashion, did not seek publicity from others, 
it accorded to representatives of the press 
who desired this every courtesy that could be 


expected. This is true especially also as re- 
gards the Badger Lutheran, which had even 
before the conference revealed its deep-seated 
prejudice to it: “To judge by the preliminary 
publicity the ‘Free Conference’ already got in 
the local press, Milwaukee’s Missourians 
might as well prepare themselves for a 
drenching in black ink during a few days in 
the middle of May. Of course, should this 
Conference bar reporters, we may escape this 
unfavorable publicity, but at the moment this 
does not seem likely,” etc. (April 27, 1961.) 
Strangely enough, the same Badger Lutheran 
objected to the presence of Major Bundy, who 
appeared, unannounced, as a representative 
of News and Views. (At least, Major Bundy 
will know what he is talking about if ever 
he finds it necessary to speak out concerning 
this free conference! ) 

We have been moved to write all of this, 
and much more that could be written, by the 
following announcement which appeared in 
the Lutheran Layman on Feb. 1, (1962): 

LUTHERANS, REFORMED TO MEET 

FEB, 16... . The arrangements commit- 

tee agreed that all of the conversations 

are to be in the nature of “free theological 
conferences” sponsored by the two groups 

[Presbyterians and Lutherans], with no 

participant to be regarded as speaking 

officially on behalf of the church body of 
which he is a member. 
The meetings will not be open to the 

public or the press, it was announced... . 

The Missouri Synod: will be represent- 
ed by the Rev. Dr. Martin Franzmann and 
the Rev. Dr. H. J. A. Bouman, both from 

Concordia Seminary, St. Louis. (Emphasis 

added.) 

We wonder what the Badger Lutheran, 
the St. Louis Lutheran, the Lutheran Layman, — 
and others who may share their views about - 
free conferences will have to say about this 
announcement. 


© Correction 


In our February issue, the word “more” 
should be eliminated in the first line on page 
24; if you counted the passages there listed 
you will have found that there are five in 
all, not five “more.” — On page 32 in the 
fifth line from the bottom of the first column, . 
“Springfield, Missouri” should of course read: 
Springfield, Illinois. — In our January issue © 
(p. 15) we stated that John Rusch had reach- 
ed his 86th birthday; this should have read: 
his 87th birthday. 
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® The Pollution of the Church’s 
Source of Faith and of its Standard 
of Doctrine, within the 
Missouri Synod 


Dr. Paul E. Kretzmann, a true Missourian, 
‘who earned doctorate degrees in the three 
fields of theology, philosophy, and education, 
gave the best years of his life to our church 
as a professor at Concordia Seminary in St. 
Louis and as author of numerous excellent 
works, essays, and articles, among which we 
mention especially the well known four- 
volume Popular Commentary of the Bible. 
He frequently represented the President of 
the Missouri Synod at conventions and served 
on many important synodical committees. 
However, already a decade ago, this champion 
of the truth felt it necessary to apply Romans 
16, 17 (“Avoid them!) to the Synod he 
loved, because of constantly increasing official 
toleration of doctrinal error. His valuable 
services were thus lost to our church. 


No publicly expressed official recognition 
of the services Dr. Kretzmann had rendered 
our church nor regret because of the loss 
of these to us ever came to our notice. On 
the contrary, Dr. Kretzmann’s protesting 
withdrawal from our church seems to have 
been kept officially as quiet as possible. All 
of this stands out in marked contrast to 
frantic official shielding of Prof. Martin H. 
Scharlemann and long-continued cloaking of 
his doctrinal errors, by which the very founda- 
tion of Christian faith is being undermined 
in the Missouri Synod. 


In an article under the heading “And 
Avoid Them—Romans 16, 17b” in the Con- 
servative Lutheran Defender (March 1962) 
Dr. Kretzmann has renewed his charge 
against our sorely oppressed church, that 
Romans 16, 17 needs to be applied to Mis- 
souri. He has charged that the Holy Scrip- 
tures of the Old and New Testaments, which 
are the Church’s pure and clear fountain of 
faith and the only true standard by which 
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all teachers and doctrines are to be judged, 
is being polluted by a murky stream of human 
philosophy within the Missouri Synod, specif- 
ically by that of Prof. Martin H. Scharlemann; 
and that this should make fellowship with 
Missouri impossible. 


_ Dr. Kretzmann has in the following words 
laid down the principle by which he feels 
himself in conscience bound and by which 
he is convinced others should be bound: 


When the murky stream of philosophy 
and speculation befouls the ‘pure, clear 
fountains of Israel’ (limpidissimi puris- 
simique fontes), as the Formula of Con- 
cord puts it (Trigl. 851), the time for 
negotiations and concessions is definitely 


past and the direction: “Avoid them” 
must be rigorously applied. 


Dr. Kretzmann has here followed the 
Latin text of our Church’s confession, which, 
in view of the Prophetic Scriptures of the 
Old Testament and the Apostolic Scriptures 
of the New Testament, uses the plural ~ 
“fountains”: the most limpid and purest 
fountains. “Clear” means that Scripture is 
self-interpretative; “pure” means that it is 
inerrant. It is in no need of exploratory 
essays a la Scharlemann in accordance with 
Modernism’s scientific method of investiga. 
tion in order to determine how much of it 
can be accepted as fact and how much 
allegedly not; nor will it tolerate such 
horrible exploration. To Dr. Scharlemann 
the Bible is not the revealed Word of God 
at all, but the book of certain people who, 
doing the best they knew how like other 
people of their day, expressed what they 
believed, in the form of myth and the like. 
Anyone who tells you differently is not tell 
ing the truth, no matter with what a position 
he may have been entrusted; he is either 
culpably ignorant of facts, or he is deliberate. 
ly misrepresenting them. We say this with- 
out fear of successful contradiction, on the 
basis of a mass of evidence which we have 
presented from Prof. Scharlemann’s writings 
through these years. We are ready as we 
always have been, to stand our ground over 
against any and all who are willing to face 
the issues involved, which are being officially 
circumvented by ill-conceived “procedures” 
within the Missouri Synod (as we have like. 
wise repeatedly shown). As a matter of fact, 
we have for more than a year and a half 
been pleading in vain with the President of 
Missouri for a meeting in which discussion 
of the doctrinal issues in the Scharlemann 
Case on the basis of the President’s own re- 
ports concerning it would be made basic to 
all else. 


In the article referred to, Dr. Kretzmann 
has at the same time supplied an excellent 
historical summary of doctrinal decay within 
the Missouri Synod. We therefore wish to 
publish his article in its entirety, interspers- 
ing some comments of our own. 


False Doctrine to be Expected — 
AND REJECTED 


Dr. Kretzmann first of all shows that doc- 
trinal dissension is to be expected in Chris- 
tian churches, but that the Scriptural prin- 
ciple of rejection of doctrinal error is then 
unhesitatingly to be applied; also, that until 
recent times this was faithfully done within 
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the Missouri Synod, to which fact we, under 
God, owed the true doctrinal unity and peace 
which we once enjoyed: 


That dissensions on account of doc- 
trinal differences may occur within the 
bodies which bear the Christian name is 
clearly stated in Holy Writ. In his fare- 
well address to the elders of Ephesus the 
Apostle Paul told them: “Of your own 
selves shall men arise, speaking perverse 
things, to draw disciples after them.” 
Acts 20:30. St. Peter writes: “Even as 
there shall be false teachers among you, 
who privily shall bring in damnable 
heresies. ... And many shall follow their 
pernicious ways.” IJ Peter 2:1, 2. St. 
Paul’s own warning concerning such teach- 
ers is definitely given in II Tim. 3:5b 
“From such turn away!” He _ himself 
followed this rule, e.g., in the case of 
Hymenaeus, Philetus, Demas, Alexander, 
and others, so that his warning, “Of whom 

- be thou ware also,” will apply to every 
such instance. 


In the days of the Reformation Luther 
spoke in a similar strain, both by word 
of mouth and in several writings. He 
spoke frequently of the impending doc- 
trinal dissensions. “When the present 
pious, true preachers will be dead,” said 
he, “others will come who will preach and 
act as it pleases the devil.” And again: 
“The devil will kindle the light of reason 
and lead you away from the faith... . 
I see clearly that, if God does not give 
us faithful preachers and ministers, the 
devil will tear our church to pieces by 
the fanatics. . Such is plainly his 
object. .. . Therefore pray, earnestly that 
God may preserve the Word to you, for 
things will come to a dreadful pass.” 
(Trigl., Historical Introductions.) That 
Luther spoke truly in a prophetic vein is 
evident from the doctrinal controversies 
which arose shortly after his death and 
were stirred up anew in the decades pre- 
ceding the Thirty Years’ War. 


But let us now turn to our own country. 
When the Saxon Lutherans (and others) 
left the old country and found refuge in 
America, where religious freedom was 
guaranteed them, especially under the 
leadership of Dr. Walther, Wyneken, and 
others, a real flowering-time was granted 
to the staunch confessors of the full truth, 
a time of glorious expansion which lasted 
for fully four decades and was not even 
seriously disturbed by the Predestination 


Controversy, although the opposition 
gained some members and disrupted some 
congregations. Even the unrest of the 
first decade of the present century did 
not seriously interfere with the presenta- 
tion of the full truth. 


The Breakdown of Evangelical Disicpline 
Within Missouri 


Dr. Kretzmann next goes on to speak of 
the nefarious effect of the “A Statement” 
of the “Forty-Four” in 1945 and of official 
toleration of their false principles and 
practices. It should perhaps be stated that 
some of these men — 45 by actual count — 
were in prominent positions within the Mis- 
souri Synod( four of them professors at Con- 
cordia Seminary in St. Louis) and that as a 
matter of fact about half their number were 
in either academic or executive positions, 
without congregations, living off our 
“mission” contributions. Despite the strong- 
est protests from all parts of Synod, the Presi- 
dent, in a manner which has now become 
familiar to us, permitted this matter to drag 
on, and the “Forty-Four” exploited this time 
to gain adherents and to perpetuate their 
principles. Speaking of this matter, Dr. Kretz- 
mann says: 


However, there were some rumblings 
of discontent in certain quarters, and 
these first came to the surface in the dis- 
semination of a document briefly known as 
“The Statement,” in which some forty- 
four pastors and professors voiced their 
dissent to a number of declarations that 
‘had found general acceptance in the 
Missouri Synod. Although a large part 
of that document contained obvious 
errors, it found several hundred sup- 
porters, who, as “subsequent signers,” 
fomented the spirit of discontent. The 
matter came to a head in the Milwaukee 
synodical meeting of 1950. 


And now Dr. Kretzmann points out some- 
thing most important, something that has 
from that time on (1950) constituted a new 
departure as respects doctrinal unity and 
evangelical disciplinary requirements towards 
its maintenance (our emphasis) : 


Although the orthodoxy of the “Brief 
Statement” was not openly attacked, the 
voting on pertinent questions [we would 
prefer to say matters] was anything but 
encouraging; yet, even in a doctrinal 
question [matter], the chairman did not 
make it an issue to the point of challeng- 
ing the dissenters and have their con- 
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scientious objections investigated, but let 
the majority vote stand. 


So the “Statement” was not repudi- 
ated. And evidently the men who were 
modernistically inclined took that as an 
encouragement, for the old falsehoods 
continued to make propaganda. (Emphasis 
supplied. ) 


Since we are recording history for possible 
future generations, it should perhaps be 
added here that, according to information 
the reliability of which there is no reason to 
doubt, a leading spirit among the “Forty- 
Four” urged his fellow-deviates to ingratiate 
themselves with the President of Synod and 
get themselves appointed to influential posi- 
tions. Fact bears out that appoinment to 
offices in Missouri’s rapidly expanding bu- 
reaucracy did fall to the lot of such spirits; 
liberalism seemed to qualify them for_this 
it than that it should have disqualified 

em. 


Offenses Which Led to the Break Between 
Missouri and Wisconsin 


Dr. Kretzmann next comes to speak of 
offenses in Missouri which led to the break 
between it and Wisconsin. These were by no 
means, as seems so often implied by un- 
' sympathetic propagandistic accounts, limited 
to “scouting, the chaplaincy, and joint 
prayer.” 


The Wisconsin Synod listed the follow- 
ing issues as disrupting fellowship: Scout- 
ing, military chaplaincy, the communion 
agreement with the National Lutheran 
Council; cooperation with unorthodox 
church bodies in matters clearly not in 
the field of externals, taking part in union- 
istic religious programs and in activities 
of unionistic church federations under the 

. plea that this gives opportunity to bear 
witness, and negotiating for purposes of 
union with church bodies whose official 
position considers it neither possible nor 
necessary to agree on all matters of doc- 
trine. (Wisconsin Quarterly, October, 
1961, p. 297.) So the fellowship between 
the Missouri Synod and the Wisconsin 
Synod was discontinued. 


It should be added that the (Norwegian) 
Evangelical Lutheran Synod had already sus- 
pended fellowship relations in 1955, and that 
others had been lost to the Missouri Synod 
already after the Milwaukee Convention of 
1950 because of offense that was being given 
and not corrected as it should have been. 
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The Climax: The Controversy Concerning the 
Word of God 


Dr. Kretzmann finally speaks of the Con- 
troversy concerning the Word of God incited 
by Prof. M. Scharlemann, which is being 
officially permitted to continue to disrupt the 
Missouri Synod through subversion of the 
organic foundation of Christian faith, the 
Prophetic and Apostolic Scriptures of the Old 
and New Testaments, which genuine Luther- 
ans embrace with their whole heart as the 
pure, clear fountain of Israel and the only true 
standard by which all teachers and doctrines 
are to be judged. (Formula of Concord, 
Trigl. 851.) Concerning this fateful contro- 
versy within the Missouri Synod Dr. Kretz- 
mann says: 


However, the difficulties which made 
the break imperative had not yet reached 
their climax. For several years ago a 
prominent member of the St. Louis 
faculty, obviously having become infested 
with the virus of German Modernism, 
openly declared that he could no longer 
believe in the inerrancy of Holy Writ, 
although he stated that he still believed 
in its inspiration, but he could no longer 
believe that the Scripture is without error. 
That in spite of John 10:35 and scores of 
other passages. The speaker (and writer) 
was presently attacked, but by specious 
preumeniation held firmly to his abbera- 
ion. 


In a letter sent to all pastors and teachers 
of the Missouri Synod by its President on 
Aug. 22, 1960 Dr. Scharlemann stated very 
plainly and emphatically that he for his 
person wants no part in any activity which 
would tend to destroy HIS VIEW OF THE 
“PERFECTION AND MAJESTY” OF THE 
SCRIPTURES. And what is this view of the 
“perfection” and the “majesty” (authority ) 
of Scripture? It is the view of contemporary 
Modernism which reduces the Scriptures to 
A BOOK OF CERTAIN PEOPLE, which is less 
than perfect (actually fallible) and less than 
divinely majestic (limited in authority). Yet 
Dr. Scharlemann insists that such a view is 
“adequate.” His view of “the perfection and 
majesty of the Scriptures” rests on Modern- 
ism’s view of “inspiration,” which at the 
same time involves its view of revelation. 
Prof. Scharlemann has admittedly adopted 
Modernism’s dynamic doctrine of “inspira- 
tion” — and note well that in the Presidential 
letter Prof. Scharlemann expressly acknowl- 
edges the fact that it is a most important 
Christian DOCTRINE that is at issue here! 
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What is this strange doctrine of Modern- 
ism that Prof. Scharlemann has embraced so 
enthusiastically and apparently so irrevocably 
and for which he continues to contend so per- 
sistently? “Dynamic” refers to power. Prof. 
Scharlemann limits the “inspiration” and con- 
sequent authority of Scripture to it power 
to say that Christ is Lord. (This is mere 
illumination, which every Christian possesses 
in some degree or another; by no stretch of 
the imagination is it verbal inspiration! It is, 
moreover, denial of the Lord inasmuch as He 
vouches for the inviolability of Scripture, 
John 10, 35.) Except for such a limited 
power, Prof. Scharlemann insists that Scrip- 
ture is a human record of certain acts of 
God which teems with error (even in its 
description of these acts; e.g., in its account 
of the Ascension of our Lord, where he 
alleges Scripture contradicts itself as regards 
the place of the Ascension!). Nevertheless, 
Dr. Scharlemann deceptively (perhaps also 
self-deceptively) speaks of his view of 
dynamic inspiration as “verbal inspiration” — 
because it somehow has to do with words. 
When he speaks of the Scriptural accounts 
of the Exodus as “beefed-up” accounts (which 
he does), we are presumably to see in them 
a sort of inspired fish story” — since he does 
say that every syllable is “inspired,” in his 
outlandish sense; “inspired” in this case in 
that it magnifies the Lord by its painstakingly 
and minutely exact yet grossly exaggerrated 
and hence wholly unreliable statistics. 


Prof. Scharlemann’s Authority 


Prof. Scharlemann’s authority for his 
views is Modernism’s scientific method of 
investigation or exploration of Holy Scripture. 
At the present time, Modernism, which con- 
stantly changes and never has a final word 
because it has no final WORD, holds to the 
theory of a mere “God-acting-in-events- 
revelation.” Since, in accordance with this 
theory, God “confronts” us through the mean- 
ing of events, any report or comment which 
“dynamically” (powerfully) ‘conveys’ or 
serves as a medium of that meaning may be 
divinely “ inspired” (impregnated with some 
limited power) whether or not it is factually 
inerrant. Thus also the Bible, which is said 
to be not itself a revelation, can “convey” a 
“true” revelation of GOD (not to be confused 
with truths about God!), and its writer’s can 
be said to be “inspired” interpreters of GOD 
while they at the same time speak in a wholly 
human and fallible way in other respects. 
(Cp. this authentic definition of Modernism’s 
view of revelation and inspiration e.g., in 


A Handbook of Christian Theology edited by 
Halvorsen and Cohen, The World Publish- 
ing Company, Cleveland and New York, $1.45, 
p. 260.) It should still be added that in this 
language of Modernism “true” does not mean 
factual; indeed, Dr. Scharlemann has re- 
minded us in his essay on The Inerrancy of 
Scripture which begins with the words “In this 
paper I propose to defend the paradox that 
the Book of God’s truth contains errors,” 
that “Proceeding now to a further considera- 
tion of the concept of inerrancy, we need to 
keep in mind that it is a modern heresy to 
identify truth with fact.” THIS CURRENT 
VIEW OF MODERNISM, OF CONFRONTA- 
TION-BY-GOD-IN-EVENTS, ACCORDING TO 
WHICH THE BIBLE ITSELF IS NOT A 
REVELATION (BY VIRTUE OF ITS PLE- 
NARY VERBAL INSPIRATION), BUT ONLY 
A DYNAMICALLY “INSPIRED” BOOK OF 
CERTAIN PEOPLE (“DYNAMICALLY” 
BEING DEFINED AS: ABLE TO SAY THAT 
CHRIST IS LORD), AND (THUS) A MERE 
“RECORD, WITNESS, AND MEDIUM” OF 
REVELATION TEEMING WITH FACTUAL 
ERROR IS THE VIEW WHICH PROF. 
SCHARLEMANN HAS ESPOUSED AND 
WITH WHICH HE IS INFESTING THE 
MISSOURI SYNOD. HE HAS APPLIED THIS 
VIEW PARTICULARLY TO THE DOCTRINE 
OF GOD IN HIS ESSAY GOD IS ONE 
(WHICH Hi HIMSELF CHARACTERIZES AS 
SETTING FORTH HIS NOTION OF “CUMU- 
LATIVE REVELATION”) AND TO SCRIP- 
TURE, WHICH HE HAS “EXPLORED” ON 
THE BASIS OF THE PRINCIPLES OF 
MODERNISM IN VARIOUS ESSAYS ON 
THAT SUBJECT. IN THE LATEST REPORT 
CONCERNING DR. SCHARLEMANN’S 
VIEWS WHICH HAS ISSUED FROM THE 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE MIS- 
SOURI SYNOD, (NOV. 29, 1961), AS IN 
FORMER REPORTS, THE PROFESSOR CON- 
TINUES TO POLEMICIZE FOR HIS MOD- 
ERNISTIC VIEWS: HE HAS NOT YIELDED 
ONE JOTA OF THEM, AS HE HAS HIMSELF 
UNMISTAKABLY VERIFIED IN A LETTER 
DATED DEC. 22, 1961. Y 


WHEN, IF EVER, WILL THESE FACTS 
BE OFFICIALLY FACED AND ACKNOWL- 
EDGED BY THE MISSOURI SYNOD SO 
THAT ITS PEOPLE MAY NO LONGER BE 
DECEIVED AND CONFUSED BY WHAT IS 
UNDENIABLY BEING MORE THAN JUST 
PERMITTED TO GO ON BY ITS HIGHEST 
OFFICIALDOM, ITS GOD-GIVEN FELLOW- 
SHIP DISRUPTED, AND WHO KNOWS HOW 
MANY OTHER SINCERE SOULS BEYOND 
ITS MEMBERSHIP JUSTLY OFFENDED AND 
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ESTRANGED INSTEAD OF BEING POS- 
SIBLY WON FOR IT? WHEN, IF EVER, 
WILL THERE BE AN OFFICIAL PUBLIC 
REPUDIATION OF PROFESSOR SCHARLE- 
MANN’S FUNDAMENTALLY SUBVERSIVE 
POSITION — A POSITION DESTRUCTIVE 
OF THE VERY SOURCE OF OUR CHRIS- 
TIAN FAITH AND OF ITS ONLY TRUE 
STANDARD OF DOCTRINE BY WHICH ALL 
TEACHERS ARE TO BE JUDGED? IN 
OTHER WORDS, WHEN IF EVER, IS THERE 
TO BE A RETURN TO TRULY LUTHERAN 
AND EVANGELICAL WAYS WHICH PRO- 
TECT IMMORTAL CHRIST-BOUGHT SOULS 
AGAINST SUCH ERROR? THAT MIS- 
SIOUR’S PRESIDIUM (WHERE ITS REAL 
TROUBLE LIES) CAN HARDLY BE_ EX- 
PECTED TO TAKE PROPER ACTION 
SHOULD SEEM QUITE CLEAR FROM ITS 
FOUR YEARS OF DAWDLING AND OF 
DEFENDING PROF. SCHARLEMANN’S DOC- 
TRINE. IS IT NOT HIGHEST TIME THAT 
OUR CHURCH AS SUCH (ALL OF ITS MEM- 
BERS) ASSERT ITSELF AND TELL ITS 
OFFICIALS, WHO ARE ITS SERVANTS, 
NOT ITS MASTERS AND LORDS, WHAT IS 
EXPECTED OF THEM? THE CRISIS CON- 
VENTION AT CLEVELAND IN JUNE MAY 
IN THE JUST PROVIDENCE OF GOD BE 
THE LAST OPPORTUNITY FOR SUCH 
ACTION. THERE DARE BE NO TEMPORIZ- 
‘ING, NO MERE MARKING OF TIME, NO 
COMPROMISING, NO POSTPONEMENT, NO 
YIELDING TO FALSE PRESSURES, NO 
FALSE “LOVE,” NO FALSE “EVANGELIC- 
ALISM,” AT THIS CONVENTION. THE 
SITUATION IS OF SUCH A_ CRITICAL 
NATURE AS TO CALL FOR UNHESITAT- 
ING, DETERMINED, ALL-OUT ACTION — 
NOW! 


The above views of Prof. Scharlemann 
were set forth in formal statements by him 
in the President’s Letter of Aug. 22, 1960, 
to Missouri’s clergy and teachers. Since 
receipt of that letter we (the CLPB Execu- 
tive Staff) have been pleading in vain with 
the President for A MEETING IN WHICH 
THAT LETTER WOULD BE MADE THE 
BASIS OF DISCUSSION. In accordance with 
the correspondence which we initiated on 
Aug. 31, 1960, the purpose of such a meeting 
would be to make clear the Scriptural un- 
acceptableness of the settlement of the 
Scharlemann Case proposed in the Presi- 
dent’s letter. We assured the President from 
the beginning that we would be prepared 
with a succinct statement of the issues when 
we meet; and such a statement has been ready 
all this while. We also asked for a neutral 


moderator for such a meeting, and for a tape- 
recording, “essential for the protection of all 
concerned.” Why should anyone hesitate to 
consent to SUCH A MEETING? Is it evan- 
gelical to do so? Is it in accord with Christian 
love? Is it in accord with Matt. 18? Why 
should anyone, instead, resort to public 
attacks — a thinly-veiled defense mechanism 
— and unwarranted public defamation of 
those who ask for such a meeting, instead 
of consenting to it? Such a procedure can 
only serve to hasten the destruction of the 
Missouri Synod as a confessional body and 
to seal its doom. Yet the President HAS all 
this while (a year and a half and more) 
declined to agree to such a meeting — a 
meeting in which the doctrinal ISSUES would 
be made basic to all else. More than that, 
while declining such a meeting, the Presidium 
more recently proceeded to implement the 
settlement proposed in his letter of Aug. 22, 
1960 by a published Special Report (Nov. 
29, 1961) which was addressed to all mem- 
bers of the Missouri Synod (Lutheran 
Witness, Dec. 26, 1961), in which the Presi- 
dium declared itself in agreement with Dr. 
Scharlemann’s position and procedure! 


Does this look like evangelical dealing? 
Must not every one see why we are disturbed 
in our heart of hearts over what is going 
on in our cherished Missouri Synod today? 
It is OUR FAITH that is at issue! 


Christian Doctrine — or Speculative 
Human Philosophy? 


Dr. Kretzmann concluded his article in 
the Conservative Lutheran Defender by set- 
ting forth his own position, as follows: 


We cannot but point, in this connec- 
tion, to the statement in the Apology 
(Trigl., p. 225): “It is evident that theo- 
logians have mingled with Christian doc- 
trine more of philosophy than was suffi- 
cient.” When the murky stream of human 
philosophy and speculation befouls the 
“pure clear fountains of Israel (limpidis- 
simi purissimique fontes), as the Formula 
of Concord puts it (Trigl., 851), the time 
for negotiations and concessions is defi- 
nitely past and the direction: ‘Avoid 
them!” must be rigorously applied. 


Which Way, Cleveland? 


A very highly and rightly respected over- 
seas theologian who still hopes and prays that 
action at the Missouri Synod’s impending 
critical convention at Cleveland will be as it 
should be, has written that if there is shilly- 
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Shallying, then good-bye Missouri! He is 
hoping and praying that the decisions at Cleve- 
land will be ‘popular’ and overwhelming; and 
that, if officialdom stands as an obstruction, 
it will be swept out of the way by pastors 
and laymen who are determined to see 
Missouri abide by the Word. 


This is also our most fervent and earnest 
prayer. 


Can any true Missourian pray — and work 
— for less? 


GRACIOUSLY HEAR, OUR PRAYER, O 
ORD! 


@ The Case Plainly Stated 


Let’s get clear on this. 

The Controversy concerning the Word of 
God within the Missouri Synod is very simple; 
there is really nothing difficult about it at all 
for anyone who will take the trouble to 
ascertain the facts regarding it. And who 
should not be willing to do this in view of 
the high prize that is at stake? That district 
president was right who declared that the 
issue is for Missouri to be or not to be when 
he heard Prof. Scharlemann present his 
strange doctrine at Pocono Crest, Pa., in the 
fall of 1958. 


Constantly-changing Modernism, which 
will never have a final word because it has 
no final WORD, currently insists that the 
only way God “speaks” or ever has “spoken,” 
is by His divine acts; that thus it is He reveals 
Himself. — Himself and nothing more: not 
truths about Himself; no truths of any kind. 
The Bible is not revealed truth, it says; it 
is only “a record of” revelation, ie., of the 
acts by which God has revealed Himself. 
These are said to be the “Word of God” and 
ue only revelation that there ever was or 
will be. 


Modernism further insists that only 
certain individuals have ever recognized the 
“Word” of God (His acts) as such; that such 
individuals have “interpreted” it; and that 
in so doing, or in recording these acts and 
their “interpretation,” they and/or others 
(who did the recording) were enabled by 
some sort of special “insight” or illumination 
(which is sometimes referred to as “inspira- 
tion”) enabled to say that Christ is Lord. 
Only in so far as it does this, is the Bible 
said to be “reliable.” 


In short, Modernism denies that the 
written words of Holy Scripture are as such 


the Word of God and thus a revelation. It 
denies that the words of Holy Scripture in 
themselves are the living, active Word of God 
(Heb. 4, 12); that they are revealed truth or 
that they contain any revealed truths or doc- 
trines at all. Modernism denies the miracle 
of the divine verbal inspiration of the Bible 
in the sense of II Tim. 3,16 (that all that’s 
written is “breathed out” by God), and its 
inviolability or inerrancy in the sense in 
which Christ vouches for it (John 10, 35). 
It denies that the written Word is a miracle 
comparable to the perfect, sinless, divine- 
human nature of the Living “Word,” Christ. 


Modernism’s doctrine of revelation-by- 
divine-acts, which denies the historic Chris- 
tion faith of revelation-by-divinely-inspired- 
words-and-truths is the position of Professor 
Scharlemann at Concordia Seminary in St. 
Louis, according to whom the Bible is FULL 
OF ERROR. 


Why should there be more words about 
this matter? 


Why should officials of the Missouri Synod 
be permitted to defend such a position as 
not constituting false doctrine which its 
Brief Statement of its Doctrinal Position 
rejects as “horrible and blasphemous”? 


To genuine Lutherans the Prophetic and 
Apostolic Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testaments (what is written by Apostles and 
Prophets not just something that is contained 
therein or that they are among others things 
“a record of”) are “the pure, clear fountain 
of Israel” (the clear and inerrant source of 
the Christian faith) and the only true 
standard by which all teachers and doctrines 
are to be judged. (Lutheran Formula of Con- 
cord, Trigl. 851.) They are “the revealed 
Word of God” (p. 1083:64). They are words 
which “fell from the Holy Ghost” (Apology 
of the Augsburg Confession, Trigl. 153). 


A thousand Scharlemanns can’t change 
these facts. Nor can a thousand Presidiums 
and others who by the “procedures” to which 
they are so devoted persist in defending such 
faith-destroying denial, as not being false 
doctrine. 


Are you a genuine Lutheran, unwilling to 
pay mere lip-service to Holy Scripture and 
the Confessions of our Church? Then rise 
up and resist the shackles by which certain 
officials would bind you. Let there be no 
apathy at the grassroots — lest you lose the 
graciously written Word of God, and with it 
your Lord Himself (who in His divine 
authority says, “Is it not written? ... and 
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the Scripture cannot be broken!”). The 
alternative is enslavement to men who insist 
on permitting soul-destroying error to be ever 
more compounded in our church. 


Lord God, for Christ’s sake graciously 
bring to néught current machinations against 
Thy Word and mercifully save Thy people, 
unworthy though we be of this! 


@® Did Dr. Scharlemann’s Critics 
Decline to Meet with Him? 


In the Report of Nov. 29 much has been 
made of the charge that many men who had 
attacked the doctrinal position held by Prof. 
Martin Scharlemann made no effort to meet 
with him personally and even declined to 
meet with him, when they were invited to do 
so. The same charge was made in the April 
4 issue of the Lutheran Witness, in which 
another attempt was made to bring a report 
on the matter to the attention of members of 
the synod. 


The implied criticism of those who found 
fault with the St. Louis seminary professor 
and who are said, up to this time not to have 
met with him and the Presidium, is based on 
the premise that private negotiations must 
always precede any public appeal for correc- 
ot a argument is supposedly based on 

att. 18. 


However, Matt. 18 deals with offenses 
which are committed against us personally. 
“If thy brother shall trespass against thee, 
go and tell him his fault between thee and 
him alone,” is says. But when I see my 
fellow men being attacked and harmed, it is 
surely not my duty to enter into private 
negotiations with the attacker, before I come 
to the defense of my suffering brethren. If 
the doctrinal abberrations advanced by 
Scharlemann are harming members of the 
church (and we are convinced that they are 
bringing much harm), then we have no right 
to delay in taking action against the false 
teaching which he espouses. Love for the 
Church, love for God’s Word, yes, love for 
Dr. Scharlemann demands that we should do 
all in our power to bring about a removal of 
this cancer which threatens to eat the heart 
out of our Synod. 


Moreover, Matt. 18 refers to private sins. 
Dr. Scharlemann’s offenses are a_ public 
scandal and it is a sin for all of us who are 
responsible. Whenever we make a contribu- 
tion for Synod, we help to pay Dr. Scharle- 


mann’s salary, and the Bible says, ‘He that 
is partner with a thief hateth his own soul.” 
If we support a man who teaches falsely, we 
become jointly guilty with him. And if we 
do this knowingly, and aid and abet the 
offense by remaining silent about it, per- 
mitting others to continue to support him, 
because they do so in all simplicity of heart, 
we become doubly guilty. There is also a 
passage in the Bible which says, ‘“‘Them that 
sin rebuke before all, that others may fear.” 


Dr. Scharlemann is free to go from con- 
ference to conference, from classroom to 
classroom, spreading his nefarious poison, in- 
fecting the unsuspecting and the gullible with 
the virus of his disease. Shall we make no 
attempt to isolate him from those whom he 
may infect? It is often said in defense of 
Dr. Scharlemann that students in his classes 
have testified that they did not recognize any 
false doctrine in his teaching. Does this prove 
that Dr. Scharlemann has not taught falsely? 
May it not also prove that Dr. Scharlemann 
has indeed infected others? Shall those who 
recognize his error remain silent while he is 
free to proclaim it from the housetops? 


There may have been some justification 
for silence when it still appeared that the 
appointed channels for the correction of 
error in our midst might be able to cure the 
disease. But now that the “Report” of Novem- 
ber 29, 1961, has publicly declared that Dr. 
Scharlemann’s position and procedure are in 
perfect harmony with the Scriptures and the 
Lutheran Confessions, we have no choice but 
to speak out to express our concern. 


By this we do not mean to accuse the 
presidium of Synod of willful sin or con- 
scious error. The demands made upon our 
administrators may be such that they are not 
able to study this matter as well as they 
might. It may also be true that they do not 
have the gift of discerning the spirits (I Cor. 
12:10), the ability to recognize false doctrine 
which hides itself behind deceptive term- 
inology and unclear statements. In fairness 
to them it should also be said that they may 
have been under the impression that Dr. 
Scharlemann had retracted some of his erron- 
eous views. But Dr. Scharlemann himself 
stated about a month after the report was 
issued that he had retracted nothing, since 
there was “nothing to retract.” While we 
therefore find fault with our brethren in the 
administration we do so in all love and 
fraternal consideration. 


However, in spite of the fact that we 
were convinced that Matthew 18 was not 
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applicable to the situation, we were aware 
that many brethren felt that the steps laid 
down in Matthew 18 ought to be followed in 
dealing with Dr. Scharlemann. In fraternal 
consideration for these brethren many efforts 
were made during the past two years and 
more to pursue the course outlined in Mat- 
thew 18. The efforts recorded in the follow- 
ing paragraphs recount the attempts of only 
one man to deal with Dr. Scharlemann. Others 
made similar efforts only to see them just as 
completely frustrated. 


The “Report” of November 29 implies 
that the responsibility for the failure of men 
to meet with Dr. Scharlemann rests with the 
critics of Dr. Scharlemann, who declined to 
meet when they were invited to do so. The 
fact that Dr. Scharlemann refused to meet 
with brethren who sought to admonish him 
is not mentioned or even hinted at in this 
“Report.” Yet the president of Synod and 
the other members of the presidium had 
been appraised of this faet. Documentary 
evidence of this is available in our files to 
anyone who cares to see it. 


A few days after Dr. Scharlemann read 
his essay to the Northern Ilinois Pastoral 
Conference, a letter was addressed to Dr. 
Behnken by Dr. Sieghert W. Becker, one of 
the associate professors of religion at Con- 
cordia Teachers College in River Forest. In 
this letter he asked what could be done to 
correct Dr. Scharlemann’s errors. Dr. 
Behnken advised him to take up the matter 
with Dr. Scharlemann. This letter was dated 
May 6, 1959. 


As a consequence, Dr. Becker wrote to Dr. 
Scharlemann on May 12, 1959. He took issue 
with the position which the seminary profes- 
sor had espoused at the pastoral conference. 
In the letter he asked Dr. Scharlemann 
whether he accepted the doctrine of inspira- 
tion as it is set forth in the Brief Statement. 
Dr. Scharlemann replied that he was not 
able to answer that question. 

On May 18, 1959, Dr. Becker again wrote 
to Dr. Scharlemann and sought to carry on 
fraternal admonition. The River Forest pro- 
fessor wrote: 


“Before I ask a second person to join 
me in admonition to you, I would most re- 
spectfully ask you once more for a copy 
of your paper. It seems to me that mem- 
bers of the conference should not be 
placed into the embarrassing and difficult 
position of having to deal with a brother 
on the basis of their own recollections of 
what was read. I am still of the opinion 


that the paper denied the doctrinal posi- 
tion of our church and that it presented 
a false view of Scripture. Would you 
therefore be so kind as to send me a copy 
of your paper?” 


To this request Dr. Scharlemann replied 
on May 22, 1959, that he would not send a 
copy of his paper nor would he be present 
at any meeting at which he was to be 
admonished. He stated that misgivings about 
his paper should be addressed through the 
district president to the St. Louis seminary 
board of control. These, he said, were the 
proper channels. This, of course, ended the 
correspondence for the time being. 


During the next month Dr. Becker wrote 
to the president of the Northern Illinois 
District, to the president of the seminary, to 
the secretary of the seminary board of 
control, and the president of Synod in an 
effort to bring about a God-pleasing solution 
to the Scharleman case. 


When Dr. Behnken reported to all pastors 
and teachers of Synod on August 22, 1960, 
that “some resorted to all manner of attacks 
both orally and in print, as well as in so- 
called ‘open letters’ without getting in touch 
with the essayist,” not one word was said 
about the fact that men had sought to get 
in touch with Dr. Scharlemann and that he 
had threatened one or the other of them 
with libel suit for saying that he was guilty 
of false doctrine, nor of the fact that he had 
in other cases simply refused all admonition, 
declining even to meet with who ever had 
sought to admonish him. The letter of August 
22, therefore, was manifestly a misrepresen- 
tation of the facts, and therefore Dr. Becker 
released the letter in which Dr. Scharlemann 
refused to meet with him. A part of this 
letter was published in the October, 1960, 
issue of the Confessional Lutheran. 


The Confessional Lutheran, in publishing 
the letter had not revealed the identity of 
the man to whom Dr. Scharlemann had 
written. But without making any effort to 
deal with Dr. Becker according to Matthew 
18, Dr. Scharlemann immediately revealed 
the identity of the recipient of the letter to 
the Rev. Martin Koehneke, president of Con- 
cordia Teachers College, and soon thereafter 
asked the board of control of Concordia 
Teachers College to discipline Dr. Becker for 
releasing the letter for publication. 


In reply to one of Dr. Scharlemann’s 
letters in this exchange, Dr. Becker wrote to 
him on November 7, 1960, “I was much 
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saddened by your letter to me of November 
3, In which you stated that you had no inten- 
tion of resuming our correspondence which 
was interrupted by your refusal to continue 
our fraternal discussions more than a year 
ago. As you know, it was this refusal of 
yours which led me to conclude that the only 
course left open to me was to ‘tell it to the 
church.’ Secular law, to which you refer, 
does not interest me in the least in this matter. 
A theologian should certainly be honest in 
his correspondence, so honest that he can let 
the whvle world know what he has written. 
Won’t you reconsider your unkind refusal to 
continue our correspondence with a view 
toward a possible future meeting with one 
or two witnesses present?” 


On November 8, 1960, the board of control 
of Concordia Teachers College considered Dr. 
Scharlemann’s charges against Dr. Becker 
and the board suggested that the two men 
arrange a private meeting to discuss their 
differences as brethren, offering even to pay 
the travel expenses involved. 


On November 10, 1960, Dr. Becker, in 
answer to the appeal of the board wrote to 
Dr. Scharlemann as follows: 


“It seems to me that both of us should 
welcome the opportunity to discuss our 
differences, and I shall be happy to meet 
you at any time that can be arranged to 
fit into our schedule. I would not like to 
miss classes unless it were absolutely 
necessary, but I am sure that President 
Koehneke would agree that this is impor- 
tant enough to justify this if nothing else 
can be arranged. I believe that we ought 
to try to get together just as soon as 
possible to discuss our differences, begin- 
ning, I hope, with our doctrinal dis- 
agreements, for if these can be resolved 
we should have no difficulty arriving at 
an amicable and God-pleasing solution to 
our other disputes. I am ready to express 
public regret over any pain that I may 
have caused you, if we can only learn to 
walk together in the same mind and in the 
same spirit, as I am sure our mutual Lord 
and Savior would have us do. 


Will you be in the Chicago area some 
time in the near future and do you have 
any suggestions as to time and place? We 
should perhaps try to arrange this meet- 
ing with as little expense as possible to 
Synod. I have no occasion to come fo St. 
Louis, but I would be willing to do this if 
necessary. 


I would suggest that we try to meet 
either on Thursday, December 8, or on 
Thursday, December 29, if this can be 
made to fit into your schedule. Could we 
perhaps each drive halfway and meet in 
some hotel between here and St. Louis?” 


To this letter no reply of any kind has 
been received up to the present day, but on 
November 20 Dr. Scharlemann wrote to the 
board of control and refused to meet with 
Dr. Becker privately. A copy of this letter 
was sent to Dr. Becker, who again addressed 
himself to the St. Louis professor on Novem- 
ber 22 as follows: 


' “T have before me the copy of the 
letter which you addressed to the board 
of control. 


I am amazed at the lack of fraternal 
consideration which this letter displays, 
and also at the dishonest distortion of the 
facts. You say that you have no guarantee 
that what you say will not at once be pub- 
lished in The Confessional Lutheran. You 
know that I made every effort to deal with 
you fraternally a year and more ago. It 
was you who refused to deal with me long, 
long before I ever released your letter to 
the Confessional Lutheran. 


I cannot, of course, agree that I will 
forever remain silent about whatever 
transpires between us, but I do pledge 
faithfully that if we can honestly settle 
the issues between us, I shall never 
breathe one word of what is said or done. 
If we cannot agree, there remains no 
other course open than to ‘tell it to the 
church.’ 


Moreover, it is not fraternal nor just 
to insist that I must deal only with the 
immediate issue at hand and that my 
charges against you, which are prior 
charges, must be ignored. I am willing to 
discuss with you privately or with mem- 
bers of the board present all those matters 
which are in dispute between us. But I 
must insist that if such a meeting is held, 
we will begin at. the beginning and discuss 
also your false doctrine and your refusal 
to meet me on fraternal terms. 


Moreover, you must recognize that 
you must be bound by the same rules that 
you impose on others. I may have 
revealed what you wrote to the Confes- 
sional Lutheran, hut a few days ago, you 
revealed what I had done to a man sitting 
next to you on a plane from Minneapolis 
to Chicago. Is it forbidden to reveal such 
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things openly in writing but permitted 
to do so orally, where there is little danger 
of being discovered? 


I will say again just by way of em- 
phasis that I did not reveal any of your 
words or acts, until you had made it clear 
that you were no longer willing to deal 
with me. However, you revealed this 
matter to President Koehneke before you 
had even heard from me. Which is the 
greater wrong? 


To this letter also no reply of any kind 
was received. 


Two days later, on November 24, 1960, 
Dr. Becker again wrote to Dr. Scharlemann 
in an effort to do all that was possible to 
bring about a meeting and to bring about a 
solution to their differences. This letter read 
as follows: 


After I wrote to you on Tuesday, I 
began to wonder whether I had perhaps 
done you an injustice in my total dealings 
with you. Perhaps I have given you the 
impression that I am not worthy of being 
treated as a fellow-Christian. But perhaps 
this can still be remedied. 


-I was deeply hurt by the charge that 

I am untrustworthy, but, as I think of 
this charge, it seems to me that you are 
making the same mistake in dealing with 
me that you make in your attitude toward 
the Holy Scriptures. A trustworthy person 
is not one whom you can depend upon 
to do what you want him to do, nor is 
he one who follows the ethical principles 
that men invent. Rather he is one who 
can be depended upon to do what he 
promises to do. This is why it is also an 
anomaly to speak of the trustworthiness 
of God and His truthfulness, while at the 
same time casting doubt upon the factual 
correctness of what He says. This sort of 
trustworthiness you can expect from me. I 
have never broken a promise to you, nor 
have I , so far as I know, ever been guilty 
_ of deceiving you by my words. I have 
spoken openly, directly, and honestly to 
you, and I intend to continue to do so. 


But perhaps, since the Bible tells us 
to go the second mile, I should make one 
more effort to reach your heart, even 
though your last letter again appears to 
imply that you are unwilling to deal in a 
fraternal way with me. I am _ willing, 
under certain conditions, to send the 
following letter to the Confessional Lu- 
theran, or to express the same thoughts 


publicly through any medium that you 
may suggest. 


‘Dear Brother Burgdorf, 


When I sent you the letter in which 
Dr. Scharlemann refused to be dealt 
with according to Matthew 18, I was 
under the impression that his refusal 
was a final thing. However, since Dr. 
Scharlemann has now agreed to meet 
with me together with one or two 
witnesses so that we may discuss his 
doctrinal position, I have come to the 
conclusion that I acted hastily and 
without due regard for a teacher at 
our seminary. Therefore, I request 
that you publish this letter as a public 
expression of regret over my action. 


S. Becker.”’ 


This letter I am willing to send if you 
will agree to meet with me, either alone, 
or with one or two witnesses present. At 
this meeting, to be held at any earlier 
date, we will discuss the following: 


1. Your charges of bad faith in which you 
impugned my motives in St. Paul’s 
Church in Melrose Park. This will be 
discussed, not because I am anxious 
to receive an apology from you, but 
because I am afraid that your harsh 
attitude toward me is a dangerous im- 
pediment to your salvation. This point 
can be quickly disposed of, if you will 
assure me that your remarks made in 
your apology to Pres. Werfelmann 
were also intended for me and also 
covered these remarks. 


2. The doctrinal differences between us. 
On my part, I am willing to promise 
that I will not release for publication 
any document that may pass between 
us, nor reveal any of the remarks 
that are exchanged between us, until 
I am convinced that the time has come 
‘to tell it to the Church.’ I can assure 
you that I will be much more patient 
than you have been in this latest ex- 
change of letters between us. For 
that reason also I am not sending a 
copy of this letter to the board of 
control at present. But since they will 
meet in a few weeks, I beg of you to 
give me your reaction to this proposal 
before that time. 


Feel free to suggest changes in the 
letter that I have proposed above. May 
God help us to arrive at a satisfactory 


68 THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


solution to the difficulty between us, 
so that His name may be hallowed and 
His kingdom may come, and that the 
Church may be benefited. It is a shame 
that two teachers in the schools of the 
same church, can no longer deal with 
one another, and it is an offense that 
ought to be removed as soon as pos- 
sible. For my part, I am willing to do 
all that I can honestly do to bring 
about a meeting not only of bodies, but 
also of minds and hearts.” 


To this letter also no reply of any kind 
was received, 


On December 20, 1960, the board of 
control of River Forest once more asked the 
two men to meet to settle their differences. 
Still Dr. Scharlemann refused to meet with 
Dr. Becker. Instead, on December 26, he 
sent the following apology to the River Forest 
professor, “Herewith I send you my apologies 
for any and every unkind act toward you, 
including the incident at the pastoral confer- 
ence of the Northern Illinois District. None 
of these were (sic) actually ever intended to 
be unkind. But they seemed to you to be of 
that nature; and that is enough. I, on my 
part, herewith strike from my active recollec- 
tion any and all items that seemed incompre- 
hensible to me on your part.” This “apology” 
is so manifestly improper and unacceptable 
that Dr. Becker felt that no reply was 
necessary, especially in view of the fact that 
no reply had been made to his letters of 
ee 10, November 22, and November 


In the light of all this, it seems incom- 
prehensible that the April 4, 1961, issue of 
the Lutheran Witness again implied that the 
men who had criticized Dr. Scharlemann had 
refused to meet with him, especially since as 
early as June, 1960, Dr. Becker had reported 
to Dr. Behnken that Dr. Scharlemann had 
refused to meet with him. 


On April 13, as a commentary on the April 
4 issue of the Witness, Dr. Becker wrote to 
the president and three of the vice-presidents 
of the general Synod, to the president of the 
Northern Illinois District, and to the president 
of the seminary. In this letter he said, among 
other things, 


“The Witness article implied that those 
of us who attacked Dr. Scharlemann did 
not make an effort to get in touch with 
him or to admonish him personally. I 
have made repeated efforts to meet Dr. 
Scharlemann. He has persistently refused. 


He refused to do this even when he was 
asked by our board of control to meet 
with me. I offered to meet him in St. 
Louis, in Chicago, or half-way between the 
two cities. He has refused; in fact, he 
ignores all suggestions on my part and 
no longer even responds to the request. 
I now feel perfectly free to attack his 
position anywhere, since I believe he 
represents a threat to the whole Church.” 


For the praesidium of Synod, the presi- 
dent and academic dean of Concordia Sem- 
inary, and Dr. Scharlemann therefore to re- 
port to Synod that the invitation to meet with 
Scharlemann has been declined by the critics 
of Scharlemann is, at best, a half-truth. And 
it is a half-truth which is uttered in the light 
of better knowledge. Surely one of the men 
mentioned above might have remembered 
what Dr. Becker had written on April 138, 
1961. Above all, Dr. Scharlemann knew what 
the facts of the case were. The Report, 
issued on November 29, puts those who dis- 
agree with Dr. Scharlemann in a bad light 
while shielding Dr. Scharlemann. Members 
of the Presidium of Synod knew of these 
efforts of Dr. Becker to deal with Dr. Scharle- 
mann. As early as May 9, 1961, Dr. Oliver 
Harms addressed this question to Dr. Becker, 
“Would you still be willing to meet with Dr. 
Scharlemann?” And on June 9, 1961, Dr. 
Behnken wrote to Dr. Becker, “I am aware 
also of the fact that in the past, he has 
declined to meet with you.” And yet as late 
as February 8, 1962, one of Dr. Beckers’ 
colleagues on the faculty at River Forest re- 
ported to him that one of the brethren in 
St. Louis told him [Dr. Becker] that he 
[Dr. Becker] had refused to meet with Dr. 
Scharlemann. 


Surely, facts like these should go into the 
record of the great CONTROVERSY CON- 
CERNING THE WORD OF GOD within the 
Missouri Synod. And, above all, they should 
be known by those who must make a God- 
fearing, sincere, intelligent Christian decision 
concerning that controversy, upon the out- 
come of which the fate of our Church 
depends. 


@ The Unsettling Settlement 


A Satire on current “evangelical” and 
“charitable” methods of settling theological 
controversies. The satire works like symbolic 
logic: Thick, obfuscating verbal fog is con- 
densed into a few quintessential drops, so 
that, daylight having been restored, the mind 
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is enabled to perceive as ludicrous that which 
appeared so formidable in the fog. Caveat 
lector: Any resemblance to anything is purely 
intentional! 


(Note: Sometimes a bit of becoming satire 
may accomplish what many words of a 
straightforward presentation of facts may not 
succeed in doing. It is hoped that the present 
unsolicited contribution may prove helpful 
toward such an end in a relevant situation 
that is as critical as it is real.) 


EXHIBIT A 
“The Fiction of a Personal Devil” 


(From a speech by Dr. X, delivered in 
Hyde Park, London, as it appeared the follow- 
ing day, with documentation, in the Classified 
Entertainment section of the Times.) 


That the devil is a personal being is one 
of those Fundamentalistic leftovers which 
must now be clearly repudiated, if we are 
to be theologically mature and responsible.’ 
It is a figment of primitive religious imagina- 
tion.2 As a Biblical concept, the devil is 
simply a symbol or personification of evil, 
nothing more.* There simply is no such 
personal evil being, ‘‘devil.”* To force the 
Biblical symbol into the later conceptions of 
personality developed by Humanism, is to 
distort it, to substitute human tradition for 
God’s Word.®> Manteuffel states the case well: 


The phantasm of a personal devil- 
being was taken over from the cosmic 
Dread (‘‘Angst”) of their time, by the 
medieval concepts of the Beyond and of 
the underworld, when these concepts 
were hardening into dogmatics. Today 
this phantasm must be recognized and 
rejected decidedly as a_ gigantically 
exaggerated malformation on a_ para- 
Christian philosophical basis. In the New 
Testament we are dealing with a devil- 
symbol which dramatically and dynamical- 
ly transcends the two-dimensional flatness 
of the plane of factuality, and whose 
structural nearness to the demonology of 
antiquity must be understood purely 
formally, in the sense of a conceptual- 
terminological point of contact. But 
viewed on its own terms, this devil-symbol 
sayS no more — whoever wishes to say 
more here, actually says less — than that 
man cannot, in the creatureliness of this 
eon, avoid facing that existential evil 
(“malitia”) which is affirmed only in the 
denial of every falsely objectivising per- 
sonification.® 


NOTES: 


1) Siegfried Z. Manteuffel, 
Demons, p. 3. 

Ibid., p. 5. 

Ibid. 


Death, Devils, and 


Ibid., p. xili. 

Ibid., p. 39. 

Ibid., p. 407. For the sake of precision, we 
include this paragraph as it appeared in the 
original German version, Das Neutestamentliche 
Teufelsmotif in Abgrenzung gegen das Altertum, 
neu bearbeitet im Lichte der neusten biblisch- 
systematischen Behandlungen des vorliegenden 
Stoffes, p. 3138: 


Das Hirngespinst eines persoenlichen Teufels- 
wesens welches die in Dogmatik erstarrenden 
mittelalterlichen Jenseits-und Unterweltsvor- 
stellungen der kosmischen Angst ihres Zeitalters 
entnahmen, muss heute allerdings ganz _ ent- 
schieden als eine gigantisch ueberspannte Fehl- 
entwicklung auf para-christlich philosophischem 
Boden erkannt und abgewiesen werden, handelt 
es sich doch im N.T. um ein die zweidimensio- 
nalen Verflachungen der Factizitaetsebene dra- 
matisch-dynamisch durchbrechendes  Teufels- 
symbol, dessen strukturelle Annaeherung an 
die Daemonologie des Altertums doch wohl nur 
rein formell im Sinne eines begrifflich-termino- 
logischen Anknuepfungspunktes zu verstehen 
sein wird, das aber aus sich selbst heraus 
gesehen eben nicht mehr besagt—und wer hier 
mehr sagen will, sagt eigentlich nur weniger— 
als dass der Mensch sich in der Geschoepflich- 
keit dieses Aeons einer Auseinandersetzung 
mit der doch gerade nur durch Verneinung 
jedweder pseudo-objektivisierender Personifi- 
kation bejahten existentiallen malitia, nicht ent- 
ziehen kann. 


Oa. en 
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EXHIBIT B 


“A Three-Dimensional Devil in Biblical, 
Dynamic Perspective.” (From an article by 
Dr. X, appearing in the Discordia Theocratic 
Quandary, vol. 10, number 1, pp. 7-85.) 


Fundamentalism believes in a personal, 
black Devil, complete with horns, hooves, tail, 
and pitchfork, who rules Hell, which is a 
place that can presumably be reached by 
digging a few miles into the earth’s crust! 
Liberalism, on the other hand, totally denied 
evil. The truth, as contemporary theological 
thought has discovered, lies somewhere 
between these two extremes. Obviously, the 
entire doctrine needs to be restudied and re- 
stated in the light of current Biblical thought, 
if we are to be theologically mature and 
responsible. 


The time has come to insist that the word 
“personal” is inappropriately used to describe 
the devil.2. If the word “personal” is to be 
used at all, it must mean something like this, 
that all theology, and therefore also the doc- 
trine of the devil, is personal, that is, it 
confronts the individual with the necessity 
of personal choice. 
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As a Biblical category the devil is simply 
a symbol or personification of evil. To ask 
whether the devil exists as a person, is to 
ask the wrong question and to force un- 
biblical philosophical categories on Scripture. 
Although traditional dogmatizers have taken 
no small delight in emphasizing the concept 
of a personal devil, this idea is clearly an 
arbitrary notion, since neither Scripture, nor 
the Confessions, nor even the Brief State- 
ment ever assert that the devil is a person. 
Only modern Humanism has brought about 
the individualistic isolation of ‘‘persons,” a 
concept unknown in Biblical times, when 
organic, tribal structures prevailed (“My 
name is legion: for we are many,” Mark 5:8). 


It is important to see what Scripture itself 
says on the subject, and to dismiss all other 
ideas, no matter how traditional. We note, 


first of all, that blackness, hooves, horns, tail, : 


and pitchfork are never attributed to the 
devil in Scripture. Thus, with one stroke, the 
entire conception of Fundamentalism is 
proved groundless and collapses before the 
weight of a vigorous Biblical research which 
has once and for all rejected Liberalism! It 
is essential to note, too, that the devil is 
always presented in Biblical, actional, func- 
tional, dynamic categories, never in static 
ontological ones. That is to say, Scripture 
presents the devil as acting, slandering, roar- 


ing, devouring, tempting, believing, trem- ' 


bling, but never merely as “being,” or “exist- 


ing,” much less doing so “as a person.” * To 
raise here the ontological question of exist- 
ence — in a philosophical sense — is to 


reduce the three-dimensional picturesque 
richness of Scripture to the neat two-dimen- 
sional drabness of modern Western thought. 
To argue that if the devil acts he must exist 
is to betray Biblical thought-forms and to 
stray into philosophy, and metaphysics at 
that! Scripture nowhere asserts that what 
acts, must exist. This is a strictly philosophical 
premise, probably invented by Aristotle. 
The Bible merely portrays the devil as act- 
ing, without drawing any philosophical con- 
clusions about his ‘personal existence.” 
Luther was well aware of the dynamic latent 
in this concept, when he refused to be con- 
cerned about the abstract question of the 
devil’s existence, but simply hurled the ink- 
pot at him, in existential fervour. Luther 
knew from experience, that, as Manteuffel 
has put it so well, the devil is “nie fassbar, 
immer nur tintenfassbar” (never tangible, 
only inkpottable). 


And when Lutherans shall have returned 
to Luther, to the Reformation, and to Scrip- 


ture, they will cease to be champions of the 
devil and his ‘personal existence,” and 
recognize that Lutheran theology, unlike 
Reformed Fundamentalism, affirms faith in 
Christ, not faith in the devil! 


NOTES: 


1) Siegfried Z. Manteuffel, 
Demons, p. 3. 

2) Ibid., p. xiii and p. 5. 

3) Ibid., pp. 39ff. 


EXHIBIT C 


(Official Notices in the Discordia Theo- 
cratic Quandary) 


DTQ, vol. 13, no. 7, p. 11: 
Official Notice: 


A misunderstanding has occurred with 
regard to certain statements of Dr. X, 
whom some have hastily accused of deny- 
ing the doctrine of the devil, without, how- 
ever, proving their contention by means 
of evidence, upon request. The entire 
matter is being studied very carefully, 
and the misunderstanding will be cleared 
up. Good progress is being made. There 
is no need for alarm. There can be no 
doctrinal compromise of any kind whatso- 
ever, absolutely. The matter is well in 
hand. All uncharitable, legalistic, unevan- 
gelical, unbrotherly, malicious, over- 
heated, and unfulfilled brethren are here- 
with fraternally, and in all charity, ad- 
monished not to rush into open contro- 
versy, lest the peace and harmony of the 
church and its stewardship program be 
disturbed. 


DTQ, vol. 14, no. 3, p. 138: 
Official Notice: 


Unfortunately our fraternal admoni- 
tion to keep the peace has not been 
heeded, and much ill-will and confusion 
have spread, forcing us to take further 
steps. We are happy to report that Dr. X 
has repented. He no longer holds to his 
former position with regard to the per- 
sonality of the devil. The doctrine of the 
devil still stands at our Seminaries, as 
always, and we ask everyone to have the 
fullest confidence in our institutions and 
officials. 

DTQ, vol. 16, no. 5, p. 5: 
Official Notice: 

Due to the continued attacks and mali- 
cious misrepresentations we have decided 
to publish the full text of Dr. X’s State- 
ment, since our last Official Notice has 
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been misunnderstood again. Here is the 
text: 


“1. My article ‘the Fiction of a Personal 
Devil’ is beyond discussion, for it was 
delivered orally at Hyde Park, London, 
where, as very informed person knows, 
anything at all may be said. By what 
right this item is publicized in America 
the author is at a loss to understand. 


2. As for my article ‘A Three-Dimensional 
Devil in Biblical, Dynamic Perspective,’ 
this has been maliciously misrepre- 
sented by hateful, and ignorant people. 
There is no false doctrine in my article. 
I have never denied the doctrine of 
the devil, and anyone who says I have, 
is slandering me. I continue to believe 
and teach what I have always believed 
and taught. 


3. My article was tentative, and I am 
quite prepared to change some of the 
language. In fact, I should have said 
some things much more carefully and 
tactfully. 


4. The discussions of the last few months 
have convinced me that words like 
‘personal’ and ‘existence’ should be 
retained in connection with the doc- 
trine of the devil. In obedience to my 
Ordination vow I take it for granted 
that these terms must be used in their 
Biblical, dynamic, two-dimensional 
sense.” 


DTQ, vol. 17, no. 7, p. 9: 


Official Notice: 


Apparently the position of Dr. X is 
still a matter of misunderstanding, despite 
all assurances! These things ought not so 
to be, brethren! It is true of course’ that 
Dr. X has said: “There simply is no such 


personal evil being, ‘devil.’” But this 
must not be taken out of context. For Dr. 
X has also written: “. . . the devil is always 


presented in Biblical, actional, dynamic 
categories, never in static, ontological 
ones.” We should be very grateful to 
Dr. X for having driven us all into Scrip- 
ture, and having caused us to think more 
deeply than before. Dr. X’s tentative 
article was designed to discover just what 
our people are thinking on this subject. 
Now we know. And that should end the 
matter. Let us all go back to our work, 
grateful that our theologians are so loyal 
and well informed, and so well able to 
face up to modern theological scholarship. 


DTQ, vol. 18, no. 13, p. 1: 


Official Notice: 


In order to clear up once and for all 
the remaining misunderstanding regard- 
ing the teaching of Dr. X, a meeting was 
held with him at which all theologians 
and officials were present. We trust that 
this will end the discussion and restore 
unity. Here are some of the questions 
addressed to Dr. X and his answers: 


Q. Do you believe in the devil? 


A. Of course! I have never denied, but 
always sought to clarify and explain 
the Biblical concept of the devil. 


Q. What did you mean by your “repent- 
ance,” as reported in a_ previous 
Official Notice? 

A. I meant that whereas I once said that 
the word “personal” should not be 
applied to the devil, I now no longer 
say that. 


. What is your position on the personal 
existence of the devil? 


. I fully subscribe to it, in the Biblical, 
dynamic sense. 


. How do you understand the South 
African Statement on the Devil? 


. Very well, thank you. 
. Do you defend your previous articles? 


. Of course, that’s why I wrote them. 
But I realize that I stated some things 
too tactlessly, and am, therefore, pre- 
pared to make some changes in style 
and wording. Also, my statement 
“There simply is no such personal evil 
being, ‘devil,’” has caused much 
trouble and misunderstanding, and I 
therefore withdraw it. That means it 
should no longer be discussed. 


Q. What is your attitude to the teachings 
of S. Z. Manteuffel? 


A. Well, I disagree with him, wherever 
he is wrong, of course. But I found 
him very helpful in understanding the 
Biblical-dynamic sense of words like 
“personal’ ’and “existence,” as well as 
in his whole brilliant discussion of 
Biblical categories as opposed to tradi- 
tional philosophical ones. 


THESE REMARKS WERE MADE IN THE 
PRESENCE OF ALL THEOLOGIANS AND 
OFFICIALS, AND THEREFORE WE 
DECLARE THAT THERE CAN NO 
LONGER BE ANY LEGITIMATE DOUBT 


ror © ~-F 6 
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ABOUT DR. X’S POSITION. IN DOC- 
TRINE ALL ARE AGREED. THE DIS- 
AGREEMENTS ARE ONLY IN THEO- 
LOGY. IN THESE MATTERS OF INTER- 
PRETATION MUCH SCHOLARLY RE- 
SEARCH NEEDS TO BE DONE. 


Contributed 


@® Missouri’s Great Shame 


In an article in the publication of our 
Free Church brethren in Germany, Lutheri- 
scher Rundblick (February 1962), Dr. Corne- 
lius Freiherr von Heyl emphasizes that the 
“deficiency” in the doctrinal position of Prof. 
Martin Scharlemann in St. Louis is a defi- 
ciency concerning doctrinal content, although 
it may have grown out of a terminological 
concern which neither was justified as such. 
He compares this controversy concerning Dr. 
Scharlemann’e position, which, because of the 
seriousness of its issue concerning the truth, 
was to be brought to a decision and was 
brought to a decision. (Emphasis in original. ) 


The particular point on which our over- 
seas brother concentrates is that of Scrip- 
tural inerrancy. He adduces the well known 
statement from Prof. Scharlemann’s faculty 
paper (February 1958), that ‘Proceeding 
now to a further consideration of the concept 
of inerrancy, we need to keep in mind that 
it is a modern heresy to identify truth with 
fact.” To this, Dr. von Heyl states: “Con- 
fronted by Modernism, Scharlemann’s vision 
is dimmed to the fact that a statement can- 
no: be true, if there is a cleavage between the 
words of the statement and the reality to 
which they refer.” (Konfrontiert mit der 
Moderne truebt sich Scharlemann’s Blick da- 
fuer, dass es nicht wahr waere, was Aussage 
und Ausgesagtes differieren liesse.) 


“This is all the more shameful,” the over- 
seas brother observes, ‘since we have estab- 
lished a development in an opposite direc- 
tion precisely there where we would not 
have looked for this on the basis of previous 
experiences.” His reference is to Rome and 
to the German State Church. He emphasizes 
that the execution of the solely in “Scripture 
solely” is not possible for Rome [because of 
its making Catholic tradition authoritative], 
and that Scripture is decadent in “Scripture 
solely” to the Neo-Protestantism which has 
made its nest in the State Churches, since 
critical investigation has dissolved it. And 
then he goes on to say: “And yet, there are 
nevertheless signs that there 1s again (or: 


still) a Scriptural orientation at hand or being 
aspired, which Scharlemann lets one miss.” 

“First of all, a sidelight on a Roman tend- 
ency! In June 1961 the Office and Congrega- 
tion of Bible [in Rome] jointly let go out into 
all the Roman world a monition in which one 
reads: ‘There is indeed a praiseworthy zeal 
for Bible study, but in various quarters views 
are spread which critically question the genu- 
inely historical and objective truth of both 
Testaments (in discrimen adducent).’ ‘In 
discrimen adducent’ [they bring it into dis- 
crimination] — that, precisely, Scharlemann 
does; that is what his differentiation between 
(reliably given) truth and (partly reliable) 
facts comes to. Were he a Roman, the moni- 
tion to cease doing this would hit him. How 
will things however finally end in St. Louis? 
In the Church of the SolaScriptura? 

“Still more shaming,” Dr. von Heyl goes 
on to declare, “it is to learn of the remnants 
of right doctrine concerning the Word of 
God which still stand in the otherwise badly 
undermined State Churches — stand better 
than they do in the case of this American 
teacher [Scharlemann]. He then adduces a 
somewhat longer, excellent citation from a 
Sta'e Church pastor, in which the latter re- 
pudiates the position in current controversy, 
according to which “one first of all has to 
ascertain from experts what one dare accept 
as God’s Word and what not.” 

Yes: How will things end in St. Louis? 

The theme-song of our highest officialdom, 
its great commercial, remains, in substance if 
not in very words: We have found no false 
doctrine in Scharlemann’s essays; and there 
is no false doctrine in the Missouri Synod 
today! 

Shall we listen to the voice of loving 
brethren who are anxiously calling us to 
repentance? 

Grassroots delegates will have to assert 
themselves at Cleveland in June, if we are 
to remain, or again to be, a “Scripture 
Alone!” church and not to lose the precious 
Word of God entirely. 

LORD, SAVE THY HERITAGE AND 
BLESS THY PEOPLE! 


@ When Confessional Reaffirmation 
Becomes Denial 


Even the most solemn reaffirmation of the 
Confessions may be a denial of them, if the 
errors of the day are passed over in silence. 

Edmund Schlink, Theology of the Luther- 

an Confessions. (Heading supplied by us). 


Tur ConrEssionaL LUTHERAN 73 


@ President Behnken in 1946 


On Indicting Those Who Stand Up for 
Scriptural Principles 


“Let us guard against any indictment of 
those who have stood for Scriptural prin- 
ciples. We know that God has explicitly out- 
lined the duties of His watchmen and God 
uses some strong language in that connec- 
tion. The Lord wants preachers who are 
loyal in His cause, who will not deviate in 
the least from any part of His Word, who 
will defend every jot and tittle of it, who will 
insist that the Church continue in sound 
doctrine. On the other hand, God wants lay- 
men who continue in His Word, who believe 
not every spirit, but try the spirits whether 
they be of God.” — Dr. J. W. Behnken, 
Fellowship among Lutherans, an address 
delivered to the American Lutheran Church 
Conference at Rockford, Ill., in 1946 and sent 
to all Lutheran pastors in America, p. 8; 
also published in the Lutheran Witness, Nov. 
and Dec. 1946. (Title supplied by us.) 


@ What Caused the Breakup of the 
Synodical Conference? 


In an article in the Lutheraner (Jan. 16, 
1962) Dr. J. T. Mueller of Concordia Semi- 
nary in St. Louis deplored the breakup of 
the Synodical Conference through suspension 
of fellowship relations with Missouri by the 
Wisconsin Synod and the Norwegian Synod: 
“Tt must be a matter of great sorrow to every 
member of our synod that in this jubilee 
year of Dr. Walther [1961] two synods which 
hitherto belonged to the Synodical Confer- 
ence have declared their severance by suspen- 
sion.” “It is certainly a serious matter that 
there should come about in the Walther- 
Jubilee year the separation of the Synodical 
Conference, which Walther helped to found 
and which was a matter of such cardinal 
concern to him.” 

Prof. Mueller puts before the conscience 
of everyone of us questions to be answered 
before God: 


Does not the blame for this perhaps 
lie also with us? Has not offense perhaps 
been given the two synods by us? 


We have nothing to add to these heart- 
searching questions. 


PASS YOUR COPY OF THE 
CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 
ON TO SOME FRIEND 


@ Applying the Brakes at Cleveland 


In an article accompanying its Seventh 
Installment of ‘Entrenched Unionistic Prac- 
tices” within the Missouri Synod, the Wiscon- 
sin Synod’s Northwestern Lutheran (March 
11) has underlined the following correct 
principle: 

When a unionistic spirit has invaded a 
church body, its presence can usually be 
detected not only by what that body does 

. through its officials, its boards, and its 
responsible spokesmen. Equally significant 
and revealing is what that church does 
not do about individuals, prominent or 
otherwise, who engage in unionistic prac- 
tices. Toleration of such activities speaks 
just as loud a language as does an official 
pronouncement sanctioning unionistic 
endeavors. 

The installment on Entrenched Unionistic 
Practices deals specifically with “Toleration of 
Unionistic Activity by Individuals.” As 
examples of this it exhibits activities of the 
following, all of whom are identified by name 
— also a correct evangelical principle, since 
it prevents suspicion from falling on innocent 
persons: Drs. Martin Scharlemann, Arthur 
Piepkorn, Berthold von Schenk, Pelikan, 
Marty, and O. P. Kretzmann. 


The article ends with the apt warning, 
“Beware of a 300-horsepower motor car with 
faulty brakes!” 


Yes, what a church does not do under the 
circumstances described is indeed most 
significant. That is why it is all-important 
that the Missouri Synod assembled in solemn 
convention at Cleveland in June take positive 
action and adopt determined measures 
towards restoration of its once wonted doc- 
trinal purity whatever the cost may be and 
wherever the chips may fall. Cleveland will 
provide our church an opportunity (perhaps 
its last opportunity) to do what present re- 
sponsible officials have failed to do. Not to 
apply the brakes at Cleveland would be 
disastrous. May all delegates act up to their 
God-given privilege and duty! 


@® A Final Word Concerning the 
Tragedy of Modernism within the 
Missouri Synod Today 
Christianity Today (March 16) contained 

an excellent article by Dr. Herman Sasse on 


“A Binding Dogma: The Inspiration of Holy 
Scripture.” In it Dr. Sasse asks the question, 
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Why modern Protestantism lacks the author- 
ity which characterized the doctrinal state- 
ments of our fathers in the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries. He finds the answer 
in the fact that in those days Protestantism 
“was a positive witness to the authority of 
Holy Scripture as the only source and rule 
of all doctrines of the Church. To these 
Protestants Holy Scripture was the Word of 
God. We must recognize that the Sola Scrip- 
tura of the Reformation depends on the firm 
belief that the Bible is the Word of God. 
Where this belief is shaken or even aban- 
doned, the authority of Scripture collapses. 
This is the tragedy of modern Protestantism. 
We cannot deal here with the process of this 
collapse. We only note that first the theo- 
logians, and then one after another of the 
churches, severed Scripture from the Word in 
their official statements of faith. They were 
satisfied with the assumption that this Word 
is only contained somewhere in the Scrip- 
tures, or that THE SCRIPTURES ARE ONLY 
A RECORD OF A PAST REVELATION IN 
THE MIGHTY ACTS OF GOD which were the 
true Word of God. Or we hear that under 
certain circumstances the Bible can become 
the Word of God.” 


=e Needless to say, the words which we have 

capitalized represent the fundamentally sub- 

ye view of Prof. Scharlemann in St. 
ouis. 


In concluding his article, Prof. Sasse says: 
“A Church of the Reformation is, or ought to 
be, a repenting church. Can our churches 
still repent? Or is their day for repentance 
forever past? Thank God, if they will ‘hear 
what the Spirit saith unto the churches,’ they 
ee: return, by His grace, to the Word 
of God.” 


So mote it be, by the grace of God, within 
the Missouri Synod at Cleveland. The Spirit 
does speak to the churches. And, Dr. Scharle- 
mann and all the host of Modernism notwith- 
standing in their rejection of the fact of a 
revelation of propositional truth, there is a 
faith once for all delivered to the saints. 
You are asked to contend for it. As the Holy 
Ghost saith, Today if ye will hear His voice, 
wey not your hearts! (Jude 3; Hebr. 3, 


@® The “Law of Love” 


Do we have a strange new “law of love” 
operating in our corporate body? A law of 
a love which is not “the fulfilling of the Law 
(God’s Word)” but a contradictory thing 


which can be equal to itself and also to the 
opposite? 


For example: An outstanding professor 
from one of our seminaries publicly proclaims 
false doctrine. The case drags on for several 
years without proper settlement, so that, it 
is said, the brother may be won over lovingly, 
and perhaps also so that the Church may not 
lose “a great mind.” The “law of love” in 
this case required that long and dangerous 
digressions be considered the “evangelical 
way.” 


On the other hand, a pastor who has with 
his congregation been exhausting every 
avenue of legitimate approach in a vain 
endeavor to have Synod cleanse itself of false, 
pernicious doctrine and practice was threat- 
ened with expulsion from Synod, if he did 
not knuckle under to his district president. 
The pastor forestalled such an eventuality by 
promptly turning in his own suspension 
of church fellowship, with his reasons 
therefor attached. Then, his congregation (a 
congregation of more than 800 communi- 
cants) because it formally voted to retain the 
faithful shepherd it had for many years, was 
summarily notified that it was no longer con- 
sidered a member of the Missouri Synod. The 
‘Jaw of love” in this case demanded hasty 
and unconstitutional action. (All of this 
happened within a period of about two 
months!) There were no years of loving 
patience, while attempts were made to win 
over the pastor and the twelve hundred and 
more souls, and to save many great minds 
for the Church; only rapid-fire action could 
satisfy the “law of love” in this case. 


As a concerned layman, and as one who 
has witnessed at first hand what ravishes 
such a “love” has wrought in other churches, 
I can only shake my head in mute amazement 
that such things are actually possible within 
the Missouri Synod! 

Joun M. RHAME 


@ Should We be Warned of the 
Approach of an Enemy? 


If an enemy army had conquered a large 
section of the U.S. and had just recently 
taken Portland and Salem and were at the 
present time attacking Corvalis and Albany, 
would we want the authorities to clamp on a 
strict censorship on all newspapers and means 
of passing on information in our community, 
so that we might be kept in the dark as to the 
true state of affairs, lest we become disturbed 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 75 


and lose some sleep? Some might argue that 
it would be much better, if the people didn’t 
know of the threatening danger. However, 
I’m concinced that we all would want to know, 
so that we might be prepared when the enemy 
comes, and so that we could go to the aid 
of our fellow citizens who are fighting the 
enemy in our neighboring cities. 


If this is the way we feel about an enemy 
who plans to do us bodily harm, should we 
not feel the same way about an enemy who 
would destroy our souls? Yet we hear that 
there are some who would prefer that the 
leaders of our church and our pastors would 
keep our people in ignorance about the threat 
of the spiritual enemy in the church who 
would destroy our faith. They say that this 
information is too disturbing and we shouldn’t 
disturb our people with this information. 
Some might say that this is different and is 
not to be compared with the threat of an 
enemy army which would take away our 
property, make us slaves or take our lives. 
It is true, this is different. The enemy army 
could only harm the body but not the soul. 
The false teacher with his errors would 
destroy our faith and with that our souls. 
The enemy army would be able to bring 
misery to us for a short time here in this 
world, the false teacher may well bring us 
into the misery of hell, eternally. When we 
are dealing with a spiritual enemy, we are 
dealing with a far more dangerous foe. This 
makes it all the more frightening. Shall we, 
therefore, not warn our people? Shall we 
save them from the unpleasantness of being 
disturbed now, so that the enemy may have 
a free hand in deceiving them and leading 
them into eternal perdition? Some would 
seem to think so. 


The Lord has placed the pastors as watch- 
men in the church. It is the watchman’s 
duty to warn the inhabitants of a city of the 
approach of the enemy. If the watchman fails 
to blow the trumpet, when he sees the enemy: 
approach, the watchman will have to pay with 
his life. Likewise the Lord warns the spiritual 
watchmen of the church that he will hold 
the watchmen accountable for all those who 
are lost because they did not give them warn- 
ing. (Cf. Ezekiel 3:17-21; 33:1-9.) 


The shepherd who sees the wolf in sheep’s 
clothing coming among his flock and does 
not warn his people, is not a faithful shepherd, 
but an hireling, who is more interested in his 
own comfort and safety than in the welfare 
of his flock. Isaiah in his day had to complain 


that the pastors (prophets) in his day were 
such shepherds: 


His watchmen are blind: they are all 
ignorant, they are dumb dogs, they cannot 
bark; sleeping, lying down, loving to 
slumber. Yea, they are greedy dogs which 
can never have enough, and they are 
shepherds which cannot understand: they 
all look to their own way, everyone for 
his gain, from his quarter. Come ye, say 
they, . . . and to morrow shall be as 
today, and more abundant.” (Isa. 56: 
10-12.) 


Let us pray for our pastors and our church 
leaders so that God may grant to them the 
grace and the courage always to warn the 
Sheep against the approach of the false 
prophet in sheep’s clothing. May fear of 
persecution not hold them back from this 
task! Let us pray that our pastors may not 
become as the spiritual shepherds in the days 
of Isaiah. We need to thus pray, not only in 
the interest of our pastors, but also in the 
interest of the flock. Our spiritual and eternal 
welfare is at stake. 

— Contributed 


@® Inspiration of Scripture Denied at 
Valpo 


That all Scripture is inspired (II Tim. 
3,16) is being boldly denied at Valparaiso 
University on the eve of Missouri’s Crisis 
Convention, which is to be held in Cleveland 
June 20-30. This denial is to be found in tha 
March Cresset, copies of which were sent to 
pastors throughout the Missouri Synod. To 
claim, as Dr. O. P. Kretzmann does, that 
members of Valparaiso discovered such a de- 
nial in Walther, when they dug their copy 
of the great Missourian’s classic on Law and 
Gospel out of the dust several years ago, 
is to add insult to injury. (And this from one 
who has in the Statement of the “Fourty- 
Four” deplored a tendency in our Synod to 
substitute human judgments for the supreme 
authority of Scripture!) We refer to the fol- 
lowing comment by members of Valparaiso 
on Walther’s Theses: 


“Scripture states that ‘the soul that 
sinneth, it shall die.’ It states just as clear- 
ly: He that liveth and believeth in me 
shall never die.’ To apply the same rubric 
[something under which a thing is classed] 
— ‘teachings found in inspired Scripture’ 
— to both of these statements is to be- 
come guilty of what Walther calls con-fu- 
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sion, a fusing together of diverse elements 
which ought to be kept distinct.” (Em- 
phasis supplied.) 


In the same series of comments members 
of Valpo moreover assert that Walther warns 
us that “orthodoxy is a goal toward which 
Christian pastors and teachers strive, rather 
than an achievement upon which they rest.” 


Let the fair name of Walther not be thus 
besmirched — least of all as a “contribution” 
to the sesquicentennial of his birth — and 
misused as an excuse for anyone’s own un- 
belief! In the very Theses under discussion 
Walther denounces professors who thus warn 
against having reached the goal of orthodoxy; 
and as for the Law and the Gospel, he most 
forcefully asserts that “whatever of either 
doctrine is contained in the Scriptures, is 
the Word of God Himself.” (Cp. Dau trans- 
lation, pp. 30 and 6.) 


God pity Valpo, and the Missouri Synod, 
under their present oppression by a pseudo- 
evangelicalism! 


@ Review of Publications 


Communism and Socialism, Four Lectures 
by Dr. D. F. W. Walther. Revised English 
Translation published by the Lutheran Re- 
search Society. Order from: Liberty Library, 
Inc., Box 1187, Bisbee, Arizona. 78 pages, 
cloth. Price: $1.00. 


The above notice appeared in our January 
issue. However, our review of the publication 
thus brought to the attention of our readers, 
had to be omitted because of lack of space. 
This now follows. 


The Communist Party originally began as 
an exclusively German, secret workingmen’s 
association, known as the Communist League. 
It was at a congress of the League held in 
London in November 1847 (the same year 
in which the Missouri Synod was organized) 
that Marx and Engels were commissioned to 
prepare for publication the “complete theo- 
retical and practical party program” which 
appeared (in German) as the Manifesto of 
the Communist Party the next year. It may 
prove enlightening to some of our ill-informed 
present-day sophisticates, who think of our 


founding fathers as back numbers, because _ 


their work continued to be done so largely 
through the medium of the German language, 


to know that although the first English trans- - 


lation of the Manifesto appeared in London 
in 1850 (in the Red Republican) the German 


text was repeatedly reprinted in America 
from 1850 on—because its large number of 
German immigrants had to be reckoned with 
in their native tongue. Walther’s lectures on 
Communism and Socialism, stenographically 
recorded and published as proceedings of hig 
congregation in 1878, show that our foundin 
fathers were on their toes. That this mono. 
graph was published in an English transla. 
tion by the Rey. D. Simon the next year (Con. 
cordia Publishing House) is but one of many 
facts which go to show that they were, even a 
century or so ago, concerned about making 
their witness known also among their Ameri. 
can contemporaries who were more at home 
in that related Saxon tongue. That someone 
else was on his toes in 1947 is shown by the 
republication of this work in a revised edition 
by the Lutheran Research Society under the 
direction of Dr.. Lawrence Reilly in com. 
memoration of the Centennial of the Luther. 
an Church-Missouri Synod, of which Dr. Wal. 
ther was the first president. Walther’s work 
is as up-to-date as though it were written 
yesterday or today, or even tomorrow,—as- 
suming that in the providence of God there 
is to be a tomorrow. If the principles which 
are set forth in this book would be more 
urgently proclaimed and more generally put 
into practice, especially also by some among 
us who don’t seem to know that there were 
giants in those days and who, therefore, are 
constantly inclined to belittle our synodical 
fathers, our witness would no doubt be more 
commensurate to the needs of the day and 
our influence on the society amid which we 
live, more apt to be what we should want it 
to be, in the critical hour of the history of the 
world that has come upon us. There should 
be a demand for this little book sufficient to 
compel a large reprinting of it. Get it! 


The church is never harmed half so 
much by woodpeckers on the outside as 
by termites on the inside-Vance Havner, 
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— What Our Readers Say 


® Dr. Scharlemann Withdraws 
Essays — Issues Remain 


Readers have written us as follows: “I 
look forward with great anticipation to your 
coverage of the Crisis Convention.” (A pastor 
in Michigan.) “As the Cleveland Convention 
of the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod is 
now over, I am very anxious to learn from 
a conservative source what happened there.” 
(A layman, Indiana.) “I am looking forward 
to a full coverage of the Cleveland conven- 
tion. Your articles and statements are factual 
despite the attacks against you by the liberal 
opposition. Had it not been for the Confes- 
sional Lutheran the Missouri Synod would 
have gone over to the liberal group while we 
were sleeping. Your journal has awakened 
pastors and laymen all over Synod. You have 
my best wishes for a continued effort in the 
future. The truth must prevail.” (A pastor, 
Oregon.) Such readers must be disappointed. 
We disclaim credit for the honor which one 
of the above communications would bestow 
on our publication, while recognizing its good 


intention. Every good gift and every perfect 
gift is from above, coming down from the 
Father of lights. All that we can do, and 
what true evangelical concern will constrain 
us to do, is to testify and leave the results 
to God; we are grateful to know that many 
besides ourselves are doing this. On the other 
hand, it is still true that the Enemy continues 
to sow his tares while men are sleeping. 


To give a comprehensive report of the 
Convention of the Missouri Synod recently 
held in Cleveland would be far beyond the 
limited scope of our modest publication and 
the time and energy at our disposal amid 
multiple parish duties and obligations over 
against our synod. We shall in coming months 
(and years) no doubt have much to say con- 
cerning the issues confronting our church in 
Cleveland and what was done about them 
there. For the time being we shall have to 
confine ourselves to the “Scharlemann Case” 
in the Controversy Concerning the Word of 
God, because of the extreme importance and 
the centrality of the issues involved in this 
controversy. 
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The Scharlemann Case was specifically 
dealt with on the basis of a brief memorial 
from a congregation in Kansas (identified as 
“Unprinted Memorial No. 356”). This memo- 
rial asked that Dr. Martin H. Scharlemann be 
removed from office for having “publicly ex- 
pressed teachings contrary to the clear doc- 
trine of Scripture” and for failure to make a 
“clear-cut and decisive correction of these 
errors.” At the Opening Hearings during the 
two days preceding the convention proper 
this memorial was read by a member of the 
doctrinal committee to the approximately 
1400 members of Synod present. When the 
question was asked why copies of the memo- 
rial were not supplied, the President of Synod 


rose to state that there are three kinds of 
memorials — printed memorials, unprinted 
memorials, and unprintable memorials; that 
the memorial under consideration was of the 
last-named kind. No explanation was offered 
as to why the memorial should be regarded 
as “unprintable.” 


During the course of discussion the chair- 
man, in response to a question raised on the 
floor and after establishing that Dr. Scharle- 
mann was present, stated that (we are quot- 
ing from memory) “Dr. Scharlemann may 
answer if he wishes to.” However, the pro- 
fessor chose not ot speak, throughout the 
hearings. 


At the convention proper, this matter came 
up for consideration on the afternoon of Tues- 
day, July 26. An hour (3:30-4:30) had been 
allotted to the floor committee on doctrine 
(#3) at that time. Its chairman took the 
stand to announce that the Scharlemann Case 
would now be taken up. A page-long intro- 
ductory statement concerning procedure in 
the matter was then read by a member of 
the committee. Next followed a page-long 
statement read by Dr. Scharlemann, upon 
which he left the platform, and immediately 
returned to St. Louis (as reported in the 
public press), so that he was not available for 
the discussion that was to take place on the 
convention floor. Finally the resolution of 
the committee was read. After this, while 
the President of Synod called for a motion 
to adopt the committee’s recommendations, 
copies of the three documents under discus- 
sion were distributed to be inserted in To- 
day’s Business as pages 518-520. The hour 
allotted Committee 3 was consumed by the 
discussion which followed, without bringing 
the matter to a close. The President then an- 
nounced that this would be all of that matter 
for the day. During the evening session (7-9) 
the Scharlemann Case was however again in- 
jected into the program. After an impas- 
sioned plea for “forgiveness” by the chairman 
(the President) and a further half-hour dis- 
cussion of the matter, a motion was made to 
close debate, and the committee’s recom- 
mendations were adopted by a vote of 650-20. 
Led by Dr. Siegbert Becker of the religion 
department at Concordia College, River 
Forest, Ill., who explained that he was will- 
ing to forgive Prof. Scharlemann but that he 
was not satisfied with the committee’s state- 
ment, three delegates, and later another, 
withdrew their negative votes. (798 voting 
delegates were registered for the convention. 
It is apparent that for some reason or other 
some delegates did not vote.) 
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It will be noted that the committee in its 
Introduction reported: ‘We have been as- 
sured by those who have the responsibility 
for supervision that charges of false doctrine 
made against Dr. Scharlemann have not been 
sustained to date.” While certain offices in 
Synod carry with them responsibility for 
supervision of doctrine, all Christians have 
the right and the duty to judge and decide 
matters of doctrine (inclusive of that of their 
officials), not according to their own notions, 
but according to the Word of God, I John 4, 1; 
I Pet. 4,11. The resolutions adopted by the 
convention state that the essays of Prof. 
Scharlemann which are named therein “have 
been doctrinally misleading.” 

We shall, because of the extreme impor- 
tance of this whole matter, reprint the three 
documents involved, immediately following 
this article. In doing so, we can join in thanks 
to God because of Dr. Scharlemann’s expres- 
sion of regret over the part he has played 
in contributing to the present unrest within 
the Missouri Synod. However, a word needs 
to be said concerning the “questions,” the 
“issues” raised by modern theology which 
confronted us in the Scharlemann essays now 
withdrawn and which continue to confront 
and imperil our church, as they do Christian 
churches throughout the world. 

With respect to the meaning of with- 
drawal of four of his essays, Dr. Scharle- 
mann has stated: 

“Such withdrawal is here understood 
to mean that the questions to which these 
essays proposed to address themselves 
will not again be dealt with by myself on 
the basis of anything written in them. If 
and when I need to address myself to 
these issues again such effort will be under- 
taken only in full cooperation with my 
colleagues on the Seminary Faculty and 
any others in Synod delegated to carry 
out this task. At that time, I assure you, 
a new, more considered and properly 
safeguarded approach will be used.” 

It is to be noted that Dr. Scharlemann ex- 
plains his withdrawal, not as meaning that 
the questions” to which his essays proposed 
to address themselves will not again be dealt 
with by himself; but that they will not be 
dealt with by him on the basis of anything 
written in these essays. Furthermore, that if 
and when he needs to address himself to these 
“issues” again, this will be done only in full 
cooperation with certain others, and that a 
new, more considered and properly safe- 
guarded “approach” will then be used. The 
committee resolution, moreover, specifically 


provides that the Synod request its newly- 
created Commission on Theology and Church 
Relations “to address itself to issues raised 
by Dr. Scharlemann in his essays.” Thus it is 
acknowledged that these issues are still 
with us. 

We, too, shall continue to address our- 
selves to the issues raised in the Scharlemann 
essays, as we have always done. In doing so 
we shall, as we have (thank God!) done in 
the past, use the only properly safeguarded 
approach to all theology, — that of God’s 
revealed, inerrant and ever blessed saving 
Word, the Holy Scriptures of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, by which all teachers and doctrines 
are to be judged (Formula of Concord). 

Date: June 26, 1962 
Committee: Committee No. 3 
Committee’s Name: Doctrinal and Inter- 
synodical Matters 
Re: Unprinted Memorial No. 356 
Subject: To Relieve Dr. M. Scharlemann of 
his Office as Teacher, Etc. 
Resolution No. 19 


I 

INTRODUCTION — Your Committee 
comes before you with a full awareness of the 
seriousness and implications of the issue be- 
fore us all. The Synod is to respond to the 
request of an unprinted memorial, addressed 
to the Convention, asking that Dr. Martin H. 
Scharlemann, a professor at Concordia Theo- 
logical Seminary, St. Louis, Missouri, be re- 
moved from office for having “publicly ex- 
pressed teachings contrary to the clear doc- 
trine of Scripture” and for failure to make a 
“clear-cut and decisive correction of these 
errors.” 

The Committee has labored over an exam- 
ination of the events of the past several years 
and of the information that has been laid be- 
fore us. Your Committee has given oppor- 
tunity for the church to express its views, and 
we gratefully acknowledge the assistance that 
has been given by those who appeared at the 
open hearings and before Committee No. 3, 
including the President and other officers of 
the Synod, representatives of the administra- 
tion and of the Board of Control, and Dr. 
Scharlemann. 


We have been assured by those who have 
the responsibility for supervision that charges 
of false doctrine made against Dr. Scharle- 
mann have not been sustained to date. 

The Committee has been entrusted with 
the responsibility of counseling the Conven- 
tion in its efforts to meet the will of its Lord, 
the needs of His church, and the spiritual wel- 
fare of His people. 
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Your Committee recognizes its limitations 
for this task. We humbly bespeak your prayer- 
ful regard for what we are about to offer to 
this assembly. 

Dr. Scharlemann has expressed the desire 
to make a statement to the Convention. Your 
Committee has taken this request under ad- 
visement, has heard and considered the state- 
ment, has consulted with the President of the 
Synod, and has his approval for its presenta- 
tion. We now respectfully ask him to grant 
Dr. Scharlemann the opportunity to read his 
statement to the Convention. 


Dear Brothers in Christ: 

Permit me to address you in a matter of 
great importance to the Synod and to me. 

At the outset I wish to emphasize that, by 
the grace of God, I am — as I have been in 
the past — fully committed to the doctrine 
of the verbal inspiration of the Sacred Scrip- 
tures. I hold these Scriptures to be the Word 
of God in their totality and in all their parts 

‘and to be utterly truthful, infallible and com- 
pletely without error. 

This is the presupposition and basis for 
all of my work as professor of New Testa- 
ment Interpretation. It is to this Word of 
God that I have pledged obedience, and to it 
I want, with the help of God, to continue to 
subject myself and all my thinking, speaking 
and writing. 

It has become obvious that several essays 
I have written have become the source of 
much difficulty, disturbance and confusion be- 
cause of their inadequate formulation and 
their failure to guard carefully against mis- 
understanding. I realize that basically they 
addressed themselves to the wrong question, 
namely: ‘In what sense are the Scriptures the 
Word of God?” The proper inquiry would 
have been, and.is, “How are The Scriptures, 
as the Word of God, to be used?” 

I deeply regret and am heartily sorry over 
the part I played in contributing to the 
present unrest within the Synod. Since last 
Tuesday I have been haunted by the state- 
ment of the lay delegate from Bethel Lutheran 
Church in Chicago, namely: “If only he would 
say that he is sorry!” I do so herewith and 
ask of my fellow-members in the Synod that 
they forgive these actions of mine. 

Herewith then I withdraw the following 
papers in their entirety: 

(1) The Bible as Record, Witness and 

Medium of Revelation; 

(2) Revelation and Inspiration; 

(8) The Inerrancy of Scripture; and 

(4) God is One. 


Such withdrawal is here understood to 
mean that the questions to which these essays 
proposed to address themselves will not again 
be dealt with by me on the basis of anything 
written in them. If and when I need to 
address myself to these issues again any such 
effort will be undertaken only in full coopera- 
tion with my colleagues on the Seminary 
Faculty and any others in Synod delegated 
to carry out this task. At that time, I assure 
you, a new, more considered and properly 
safeguarded approach will be used. 

I trust that you will find this declaration 
of mine acceptable and that, by the grace 
and with the help of God, the unrest in the 
Synod will be ended so that we may all devote 
our full energies to our God-given tasks. 

Martin H. Scharlemann 


III 

The Committee now offers the following 

resolution: 
WHEREAS, Certain essays by Dr. Martin H. 
Scharlemann, namely, The Bible as 
Record, Witness and Medium of Reve- 
lation; Revelation and Inspiration; The 
Inerrancy of Scripture; and God Is One, 
(declared by Dr. Scharlemann to be 
“exploratory in nature’) have been 
doctrinally misleading, have been sub- 
ject to much misunderstanding, mis- 
construction, and have been a source 
of unrest within the church; and 
Wuereas, Dr. Scharlemann has now de- 
clared his penitence for what he has 
done, has asked for forgiveness, and 
has assured the Synod that there would 
be no recurrence of such an act; there- 
fore, be it 
Resolved, That the Synod gratefully ac- 
knowledge the mercy of God in this 
action now taken by Dr. Scharlemann; 
and be it further 
Resolved, That the Synod assure Dr. 
Scharlemann of its forgiveness, and 
manifest this forgiveness by prayers 
on his behalf, by brotherly encourage- 
ment for his ministry, and by the 
request that its members refrain from 
attacks upon him on the basis of these 
essays; and be it finally 
Resolved, That the Synod request its Com- 
mission on Theology and Church Re- 
lations to address itself to issues raised 
by Dr. Scharlemann in his essays. 
Signature of: Theo. Nickel 
Chairman 

W. Harry Krieger 
Secretary 
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@ “The Extreme Right” 


The magazine Dialog in its Spring 1962 
issue published an editorial criticizing the 
Missouri Synod. Commenting on the article, 
the Wisconsin Synod’s Northwestern Lutheran 
has said (July 1): 

“The intent of such propaganda seems 
to be to needle Missouri to abandon its 
efforts to return to conservative Luther- 
anism and fully embrace the liberal posi- 
tion of ecumenism.” 


Discussing various ‘‘moves” within the 
Missouri Synod, Dialog stated that in one of 
these 

“a favorite of the extreme right wing was 

placed on the St. Louis seminary faculty, 

presumably as a corrective to the mount- 
ing critical impulse there.” (Emphasis 
added. ) 

The reference is obviously to Dr. Robert 
Preuss, whose public writings testify to a 
genuinely Lutheran position. 
if Describing another “move,” Dialog says 

at 

“the pages of the official periodicals [of 

the Missouri Synod] were opened to 

obvious propaganda against vague foes 
like modern theology whose chief error 
usually was tantamount to its non-affirma- 
tion of the Missouri Synod’s antiquated 

Brief Statement.’ (Emphasis added.) 

The editorial closed on a note which 
denounces “the extreme rightists” as ‘“poison- 
ing the theological atmosphere” for over 
fifteen years and accelerating “a trend in 
Missouri toward sectarianism.” 

Here is a clear example of what liberalism 
like that represented by DIALOG denounces 
as “the extreme right wing,” specifically 
within the Missouri Synod, today. 

Among those associated with. Dialog are 
the following Missourians: Robert Scharle- 
mann, associate editor; Richard P. Baepler, 
Richard Luecke, and Herman Waetjen, edi- 
torial council; Martin E. Marty, Jaroslav 
Pelikan, Arthur Carl Piepkorn, and Martin 
H. Scharlemann, contributing editors. 


@ The Plight of American Theology 


The Christian Century published an article 
(July 11) on “The Plight of American 
Theology” in which the root of the trouble 
in theology in America is seen in “a docile 
adherence to European themes” and a tend- 
ency to talk in “closed circles.” 


“The weakness of much American the- 
ology lies in its servile adherence to 
European themes. ... Talking to one an- 
other in one closed circle are the faded 
liberals, who gain support for their posi- 
tion from certain tendencies in the thought 
of Bultmann and Tillich,” — the last- 
named “a transplanted German.” 


“Present-day theological discussion in 
the United States tends to take the form 
of Societies for Bultmannian (or Barthian 
or British Analytic) Literature and Ex- 
egesis.” 

Anyone who will take the trouble to 
survey the current theological scene will find 
that this is true. One for the most part reads 
not what the Bible says; such theology is 
largely passé. One rather hears theologians 
talk to each other about what this and that 
theological ‘‘scholar” has to say. 

German theology is especially singled out 
in the Christian Century article: 


“In no other discipline, however, has 
America remained subservient to Ger- 
many so long as in theology.”: 


The author of the article, Charles S. McCoy, 
speaks of “the nearly idolatrous fulsomeness” 
attending Karl Barth’s recent coming to the 
United States as “a self-indictment of our 
domestic theological endeavors.” (Even a 
theologian of prominence who is critical of 
Barth has reported a journalist who attended 
the Swiss theologian’s guest lectures at Chi- 
cago University as commenting “Merely to 
watch Karl Barth walk into the auditorium 
is a religious experience,” and he added: 
“T agree”! See the Christian Century, June 
6, p. 714.) 


McCoy states: “If we are to produce sig- 
nificant theology, we can neither content our- 
selves with herding the cows of European 
theology... .” What he wants is that Amer- 
ican theology produce its own sacred cow — 
something distinctly American. 


Here is where we part company with the 
Christian Century article. What Christian 
theology in America and throughout the 
world needs more than anything else today 
is a genuine return to the universal Christian 
religion based on the solely authoritative and 
always and everywhere relevant “Thus saith 
the Lord” of the revealed Scriptures — the 
pure, clear fountain of Israel, which is the 
only true standard by which all teachers and 
doctrines are to be judged. 
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© Beware the Man Who Beats It 
About the Bush! 


“With his customary astuteness, Freud 
points out that when a writer or speaker uses 
an involved and round-about style, we may 
rightly ask what he is trying to put over on us. 
For honesty in speech means directness, and 
he who labors the point or exhibits a nervous 
voice or employs indirection, may be trying 
to attack us from the rear.” — Rollo May, 
The Art of Counselling (Abingdon-Cokes- 
bury, N. Y., 1939), p. 108. 


© The Fetish of Anti-Negativism 


There exists today what amounts to a 
sophisticated fetish against being “negative.” 
‘Admittedly, negativism can be overdone; 
there are few things that can’t. But from this 
it does not follow that being ‘negative’ is 
always a vice, and being “positive” a virtue. 

A policeman is negative when he arrests a 
criminal. A fireman is negative when he puts 
out a fire. A doctor is negative when he per- 
forms surgery on a cancerous patient. God 
speaks negatively in eight of His Ten Com- 
mandments. 

Just as it is not wrong to be against 
disease, injustice, and destructive fire, so there 
is nothing wrong about being against any 
other evil. 

There are things that are positively bad, 
and to be against them is contrarily good. 
Being “positive” and being “negative” is 
largely in itself a relative matter, depending 
on where one begins or on which side of an 
issue one may happen to stand. Thus viewed, 
being “positive” can actually be one of the 
worst forms of negativism. 

Let us really learn to say “I hate every 
false way” (Ps. 119, 104.128) and live up 
to this. 


© The Worst Kind of Hypocrisy 


“But perhaps the prophets reserved their 
most passionate anger and their severest 
rebukes for the hypocrisy of the priest and 
the statesman and the people. And by 
hypocrisy they did not mean the attitude of 
simple ‘pretense.’ In that sense there is but 
little hypocrisy. Uriah Heep [the character in 
Dicken’s novels] is a rare phenomenon.. They 
meant something much deeper, much more 
pernicious, something unconscious. They 
meant the pursuit of self-interest through the 
worship and service of God. Kings and priests 
were sincerely annoyed when the prophet ac- 


cused them of that. They denied the charge 
with indignation — and good faith. They were 
unaware of their own motives.” D. R. Davies, 
On to Orthodoxy, Second Edition (London: 
Latimer House Ltd., 1948), p. 101. 


One may want to compare the above with 
Romans 16, 17-18 and denunciations of its 
proper application today. 


© The Missouri Synod and 
the Romanizing “High Church” 
Movement 


A Daring Venture in Interfaith “Dialogue” 


The following Associated Press Dispatch 
under dateline June 30 appeared in various 
papers throughout the country: 

In a small chapel near Albany, New York, 
a few week ago a Catholic priest stood at a 
special altar which had been set up so he 
could celebrate Mass facing the congregation, 
just the reverse of the customary arrange- 
ment. 

In the pews out front, following the Mass 
attentively, were two dozen clergymen — 
none of them Catholics. 

Some sat in respectful silence; most knelt, 
and, according to one of the ministers, seemed 
to be following the priest’s suggestion that the 
ceremony be regarded as common worship. 
To help make it so, a Protestant minister read 
aloud the English translations of the Latin 
Mass prayers. 

This was the opening exercise each morn- 
ing in a three day experiment which some 
would consider a daring venture in interfaith 
dialogue. A period of prayer and conversation 
conducted at the Glenmont Jesuit Retreat 
House for Protestant and Eastern Orthodox 
ministers. 

All who took part agreed the experiment 
was a success. In fact, some similar endeavors 
are planned for the future, perhaps as often 
as four times a year. 

“There was no one involved in the re- 
treat,” said the Rev. Dr. Carlyle Adams, 
stated Clerk of the Presbytery of Albany, 
“who did not believe that God’s grace was at 
work and that whatever hopes any of us 
placed in it had been realized far beyond our 
most sanguine expectations.” 

Leader of the retreat was The Rev. 
Gustave Weigel, S.J., professor of ecclesiology 
at Woodstock College, Md., and a consultor to 
the Vatican Secretariat for Christian Unity. 

The ministers who attended represented 
the American Baptist Convention, the United 
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Church of Christ, the Protestant Episcopal 
Church in America, Missouri Synod Lutheran 
Church, Methodist Church, United Presby- 
terian Church, in the U.S.A., Reformed 
Church in America and the Greek and Syrian 
Orthodox Churches. 

The idea originated last August when Dr. 
Adams discussed the possibility with the Rev. 
Philip B. Carroll, S. J. director of the retreat 
house. 

Dr. Adams describes himself as a ‘“‘very 
positive Protestant,” but one whose friend- 
ship with Catholics dates back to his boyhood 
when a Xaverian Brother was his Boy Scout 
leader. 

Dr. Adams said Father Weigel was selected 
as the retreat leader because of his efforts 
toward Christian unity and his thorough 
knowledge of Protestantism. “Father Weigel 
knows Protestant theology better than any 
man I know,” said the Presbyterian church- 
man. 

Father Weigel conducted a series of medi- 
tations for the clergymen based on the spir- 
itual exercises of St. Ignatius Loyola, founder 
of the Jesuit order. Dr. Adams said the 
ministers took copious notes, and that “the 
meditations no doubt provided much material 
for sermons which will be preached in 
Protestant and Orthodox pulpits.” ; 

Each evening the clergymen assembled in 
the chapel and a Protestant minister led them 
in prayer — using selections from the writing 
of St. Augustine, St. Thomas More, St. Ignatius 
Loyola and St. Clement of Rome. 

So far the press dispatch. 

We wonder what made it possible to say 
that the Missourian minister reported as 
participating in this pagan mass celebration 
of Rome “represented” his synod. 


© Review of Publications 


Book of Documentation 1962. 170 pages 8% 


x11, paper cover. State of the Church 
Conference, 4430 St. James, Detroit 10, 
Mich. $5.00. 


In 1961 the State of the Church Confer- 
ence, which met in Milwaukee during May 
of that year, published a 189-page book of 
documentation of doctrinal error within the 
Missouri Synod. The publication consists of 
photostatic copies of articles which have ap- 
peared in various publications. Because of an 
unanticipated demand this book of documen- 
tation has been reprinted, and copies are now 


obtainable at $2.00 at the address given above. — 


On June 16 and 17 of this year, just 
preceding the Cleveland Convention of the 


Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod, officers 
and members of the State of the Church 
Conference who were to attend that conven- 
tion (numbering about 90 in all) held a 
meeting in the same city. On this occasion 
a second publication, Book of Documentation 
1962 was released. This publication is obtain- 
able at the above address at $5.00 per copy. 

A common defense mechanism of liberal- 
ism when its aberrations are cited is to say 
that quotations are taken out of context. To 
this, the Book of Documentation 1962 replies 
in a brief Foreword: “This is the context!” 
The Foreword states: 

With its first Book of Documentation 
those members of the State of the Church 
who did the research work, the photo- 
copying, the duplicating, the collating, the 
assembling achieved a unique result in 
publishing circles — a book which was 
completely honest! 

This second Book of Documentation 
achieves the same goal, for within the 
covers of this book you will find no com- 
ments, no opinions, no reporting, no edi- 
torializing, no shading of thought, no 
emphasis added to change the nuance of 
a phrase, a clause, a sentence. 

The Foreword further states: 


It may be of interest to note that no 
attempt of any kind has been made to 
prove that the Book of Documentation 
1961 contained anything false, incorrect 
statements, or articles out of context. We 
are certain that.this will also be true of 
this second book. 

Both of the above publications make 
available in a handy compass a wealth of 
photostatic documentation of undeniable 
trends within the Missouri Synod. Both are 
indexed. 

* * * * 


What Is Troubling the Lutherans? Part IV. 


Special Edition, News and Views, May 
1962. 96 pages 844x11. Church League 
of America, 1407 Hill Avenue, Wheaton, 
Ill. $1.00. 


In January, February, and June of 1961 
the Church League of America published 
Parts 1, 2, and 3 of What Is Troubling the 
Lutherans? Edgar C. Bundy, Executive Secre- 
tary, writes: 

This was done at the request of many 
hundreds of Lutheran pastors and lay 
leaders who had become quite concerned 
over the infiltration of religious radicalism 
into Lutheran groups, and also the espousal 


84 THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


of left-wing causes on the part of certain 

Lutherans. 

The response to these issues was 
tremendous and they went into several 
printings. 

Thus encouraged, the Church League under- 
took the publication of this present Part IV, 
which with its 96 pages is almost a book in 
itself. The greater part of this publication, 
which includes a valuable index to all four 
parts of the series, is devoted to the Missouri 
synod. 

Missourians in particular should want to 
know what is really going on in their church. 
Here are authentic answers to questions by 
which they are being confronted today. 


@® Correction 


A disturbing error, by omission of a line, 
occurred in the May issue of our publication 
in the article “‘Missouri’s Great Shame,” p. 72. 
In the first paragraph of that article the last 
sentence should read: “He compares this 
controversy concerning Dr. Scharlemann’s 
position to the Predestinarian Controversy of 
the last century, which, because of the serious- 
ness of its issue concerning the truth, was to 
be brought to a decision and was brought to 
a decision.” (We shall thank our readers 
for noting this correction in their copy of 
the May issue.) 


@® Doctor Lams Called Home 


On May 5 the Lord of the Church called 
home one of his faithful servants. That was 
the day of the death of Dr. E. T. Lams, Oak 
Park, Ill. Dr. Lams, a former president of the 
Northern Illinois District, was honorary presi- 
dent of the Confessional Lutheran Publicity 
Bureau and as such active to the last. We 
shall always gratefully remember him. 


@® Laymen and the 
CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


It is gratifying to note that more and more 
laymen are subscribing to the Confessional 
Lutheran and also inducing others to sub- 
scribe. Letters received, moreover, show that 
they have a proper grasp of the situation con- 
fronting our church. Following is an example. 
May God rouse more souls to the perils con- 
fronting us in these evil days! — CL. 

Pease renew my subscription to the “Con- 
fessional Lutheran” for another year. We, as 
confessional Lutherans, must keep abreast of 
the times in which we are living; they most 
certainly are perilous as the second coming 


of our Lord draws near with each new day. 
Aside from the inspired Word of God itself, 
the next best way to keep up on what is 
happening among churches, is to read your 
wonderful little paper. You are on my daily 
prayer list though I am in no position to help 
this cause in a financial way that would really 
count. I am assured that our God answers 
prayer. Hasn’t someone said, “More is ac- 
complished by prayer than this world has 
ever dreamed’? We are prone to minimize 
the power of prayer yet we are all standing 
badly in need of such power. 


There are still giants in the earth, in our 
nation, our homes, our churches and in our 
individual lives. How often we forget that, 
“Greater is He that is in you than he that is 
in the world.” May the Holy Spirit ever keep 
this truth before our eyes as we go forth to 
fight the battle against liberalism and stark 
unbeliefs. May we have the faith and con- 
fidence of David when he said ,““Thou comest 
to me with a sword, and with a spear, and 
with a shield: but I come to thee in the name 
of the Lord of hosts, the God of the armies of 
Israel, whom thou hast defied.” With this 
faith and confidence in Almighty God, we too, 
shall conquer as did David. We must ever 
keep in mind what our Lord says in II Co- 
rinthians 10:4-5, “For the weapons of our 
warfare are not carnal, but mighty through 
God, to the pulling down of strong holds. 
Casting down imaginations, and every high 
thing that exalteth itself against the knowl- 
edge of God, and bringing into captivity every 
thought to the obedience of Christ.” How 


fitting these verses are to our present day: 


We must not only fight tenaciously for pure 
doctrine; we must live out this faith in our 
daily lives so that the doctrine and faith we 
profess will take on meaning for those about 
us. This daily living is sadly missing among 
us today. “If my people which are called by 
my name, shall humble themselves, and pray, 
and seek my face, and turn from their wicked 
ways; then will I hear from heaven, and will 
forgive their sin, and will heal their land.” 
II Chronicles 7:14. Here God is speaking to 
His people; not to the world. He expects us 
to do just what He has said. “Behold, the 
days come, saith the Lord God, that I will 


send a famine in the land, not a famine of 


bread, nor a thirst for water, but of hearing 
the words of the Lord: And they shall wander 
from sea to sea, and from the north even to 
the east, they shall run to and fro to seek 
the word of the Lord, and shall not find it.” 
Amos 8:11-12. May these days not come 
upon us. 
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© A Prayer for Our Creedless Age 


Edit. Note: Horatius Bonar, who died in 1899 The Christ of God is now no more; 
and whose well-known hymn “I Lay My Sins on The Christ of man now sits supreme; 
Jesus” appears in the Lutheran Hymnal (Concor- The cross is part of mythic lore; 


dia Publishing House) along with half a dozen The resurrection morn a dream. 
others of which he is the author, almost seventy : 
years ago foretold the plight of the Church brought 


about by Modernism today when he wrote the fol- The age’s progress fears no God, 
lowing. It originally appeared under the title, “The No righteous law, no Judge’s throne; 
Coming Creed.” We have supplied another title Man bounds along his new found road, 
in view of the fact that we have lived to see what And calls the Universe his own. 
Bonar predicted in his day. — CL. 
The creeds have gone, so speaks the age, Not faith in God, but faith in man, 
The era of the sects is past. Is pilot now, and sail, and oar, 
Forward! In spite of saint or sage The creeds are shrivelled, cold, and wan; 


True freedom has begun at last. The Christ that has been is no more! 
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Old truths, which once struck deep in 
hearts, 

Fight hard for life, but fight in vain; 

Old error into vigor starts, 

And fable comes to life again. 


Old misbelief becomes earth’s creed; 
The falsehood lives, the truth has died; 
Man leans upon a broken reed, 

And falls in helplessness of pride. 


He spurns the hand that would have led, 
The lips that would have spoken love; 
The Book that would his soul have fed, 
And taught the wisdom from above. 


The ever-standing cross, to him, 
Is but a Hebrew relic vain; 

The wondrous birth at Bethlehem, 
A fiction of the wandering brain. 


He wants no Saviour and no light; 

No teacher but himself he needs; 

He knoweth not a human night, 

Save from the darkness of man’s creeds. 


Eternal Light hide not Thy face; 
Eternal Truth, direct our way; 
Eternal Love, shine forth in grace, 
Reveal our darkness, bring Thy day. 


© Christ or Barth — Which Shall 
It Be? 


Contemporary theological “scholarship” 
seems more Barthian than Christian today, 
and the all but universal acclaim which is 
accorded the religious socialist of Basel he- 
comes downright nauseating at times. When 
the Swiss churchman delivered his series of 
guest lectures at Chicago University’s liberal 
divinity school early. this year (to be pub- 
lished as Introduction to Evangelical Theol- 
ogy), Charles S. McCoy of the Pacific School 
of Religion in Berkeley, Cal., wrote an ar- 
ticle in the Christian Century, July 11, in 
which he spoke of “the nearly idolatrous ful- 
someness attending his coming.” Edward J. 
Carnell, a rather conservatively inclined the- 
ologian, criticized the ‘“‘weasel-wording of the 
guest lecturer’s theology; but he also reported 
a journalist as saying, “Merely to watch Barth 
walk into the auditorium is a religious ex- 
perience,” and he added: “I agree,” and said 
that he was “a changed person” for having 
met and heard the churchman from abroad. 
(Christian Century, June 6, 1962.) 

Dr. H. Daniel Friberg of the Lutheran 
Theological College of Makumira in Tanga- 
nyika, reflecting on Barth’s lectures which he 
heard while on furlough in America, charac- 
terized his manner of speech as being of “an 
almost oracular character.” (Christianity To- 
day, May 25, 1962.) In a panel discussion 
moderated by Jaroslav Pelikan of the Missouri 
Synod (reported to have said that in Barth 
he for the first time met ‘a church father” in 
the flesh), Barth, who vigorously rejects ver- 
bal inspiration and infallibility, asserted the 
possibility of not only incidental historical 
and geographical errors in the Bible but of 
theological errors as well. Dr. Carnell chal- 
lenged him with respect to harmonizing his 
theology with the authority of Scripture. 
“Barth simply did not meet this question 
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head-on. He replied that the Bible is a pointer, 
a fitting instrument to point men to God, 
who alone is infallible. And then to the ap- 
plause of the audience, he reiterated that the 
Bible contains contradictions and errors.” 
(Christianity Today, June 8, 1962.) Yet it is 
just the theology of Barth and his idolizers 
that expressly dignifies itself as “Biblical” 
Theology today! (Should a child of seven 
years not be able to understand that if it is 
said that God alone is infallible and that the 
Bible is not infallible, then it is being denied 
that the Bible is God’s Word? When Barthians 
speak of ‘“‘the Word of God” they simply are 
not speaking of the Bible as such! ) 


Barth’s theology is acclaimed also within 
the Missouri Synod, where it is said that his 
status “stands both high and low.” See the ar- 
ticle “Karl Barth: The Einstein of Theology,” 
by Chaplain Theodore Kleinhans in the Wal- 
ther League Messenger of May 1959 (photo- 
statically reproduced in its entirety in the 
State of the Church Book of Documentation 
1961, p. 106f). Here one reads: “Greater 
or lesser Barthians teach at almost every 
Protestant seminary in America, including 
our own.” 

Issues such as we are here referring to 
are among the “issues raised by Dr. Scharle- 
mann in his essays” in the Controversy con- 
cerning the Word of God within the Missouri 
Synod to which we admittedly need to con- 
tinue to address ourselves. (See Resolution 
19 of Doctrinal Committee, Cleveland Con- 
vention, Today’s Business, pp. 518-520.) 


One is led to wonder at times whether, 
among theological “scholars” today, Barth in- 
deed has more disciples than Jesus Christ,— 
the Christ of Scripture, not the “Christ” of 
Barth, who is merely “geschichtlich” (his- 
toric), not historical in the accepted sense of 
of this word. 


The Christ of the Scriptures says to 
those who believe in Him: “If ye continue 
in MY Word, then are ye My disciples in- 
deed, and ye shall know the truth, and the 
hg shall make you free.” (John 8, 31- 

2. 


One of the earlier books by Karl Barth 
is his Das Wort Gottes und die Theologie 
(1924). This book consists of addresses 
delivered by the Swiss dialecticist on va- 
rious occasions from 1916 to 1923. In the 
Foreword to the latest edition of this book 
in English translation, The Word of God 
and the Word of Man (Harper Torchbook 
No. 18, 1957), Douglas Horton of Harvard 
Divinity School rightly emphasizes that 


he can still with truth repeat what he said 
in the translator’s note for the first edi- 
tion: “This book contains the essence of 
his (Barth’s) message;” and that “His 
mighty Dogmatik has grown out of the 
soil which is to be found in The Word of 
God and the Word of Man.” The theme of 
an address on “The Word of God and the 
Task of the Ministry” (1922) in this pub- 
lication is the unavoidable “perplexity” of 
those, whether parish ministers or profes- 
sors, whose work is to teach the inner 
meanings of religion — a perplexity in 
which one may be hopeful but amid which 
one cannot be happy and which one finds 
worse than suspected as one grows older. 
This alleged embarassing situation Barth 
describes in three sentences: “[1] As 
ministers we ought to speak of God. 
[2] We are human, however, and so can- 
not speak of God. [3] We ought therefore 
recognize both our obligation and our in- 
ability and by that very recognition give 
God the glory.” Barth eludicates (?) the 
second of these propositions in his own 
“dialectic” way, opposing this to what he 
calls “dogmatism” (positive affirmation) 
on the one hand and “self-criticism” (ne- 
gation or insistence on ignorance or un- 
certainty} on the other hand. The dialectic 
which Barth champions consists in keep-: 
ing things ‘in balance’ by immediately 
canceling out every positive statement 
through its corresponding negation. (This 
is rightly referred to as double-talk.) “The 
living truth,” Barth says, “lies between” 
the idea of God on the one hand and the 
criticism of all things human on the other 
hand and gives to both their meaning and 
interpretation. He then goes on to Say, 
concerning this “living truth”: 


“The genuine dialectician knows that 
this Center [the living truth] cannot be 
apprehended or beheld, and he will not 
if he can help it allow himself to be drawn 
into giving direct information about it, 
knowing that all such information, wheth- 
er it be positive or negative, is not really 
information, but always either dogma or 
self-criticism [confession of ignorance, 
etc.]. On this narrow ridge of rock one 
can only walk: if he attempts to stand 
Still, he will fall either to the right or to 
the left, but fall he must. There remains 
only to keep walking—an appalling per- 
formance for those who are not free from 
dizziness—looking from one side to the 
other, from positive to negative and 
from negative to positive. 
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“Our task is to interpret the Yes and 
the No and the No by the Yes without 
delaying more than a moment in either 
a fixed Yes or a fixed No; ... 

“He that hath ears to hear will under- 
stand my meaning. I mean that the ques- 
tion is the answer because the answer is 
the question... . 

“An onlooker—if he be a ‘Flatlander’ 
will, to be sure, stand by perplexed, and 
understand nothing of all this... . How 
shall the dialectician—who is a ‘Space- 
lander’—meet his critic? Must he not say, 
in effect: ‘My friend, you must understand 
that if you ask about God and if I am 
really to tell about him, dialectic is all 
that can be expected from me. I have done 
what I could to make you see that neither 
my affirmation nor my denial lays claim 
to being God’s truth. Neither one is more 
than a witness to that truth, which stands 
in the center, between every Yes and No. 
And therefore I have never affirmed with- 
out denying and never denied without af- 
firming, for neither affirmation nor denial 
can be final. If my witness to the final 
answer you are seeking does not satisfy 
you, I am sorry... . So the dialectician 
might answer; and he would evidently be 
right. 

“But perhaps he would not... . 

If the parodox that lies in Barth’s ultimate 
conclusion, that we should speak of God and 
yet cannot, should lead to frustration and 
tempt anyone to say farewell to the ministry, 
Barth’s answer to that is: 

“Giving up the ministry would be as 
sensible as taking one’s life; nothing could 
come of it, absolutely nothing. But nothing 
comes of keeping on with it either.... 

“... only God himself can speak of 
God. The task of the minister is the word 
of God. This spells the certain defeat of 
the ministry. It is the frustration of every 
ministry and every minister .. . we must 
keep it in mind that our purpose is that 
God himself should speak; and we need 
not be surprised, therefore, if at the end 
of our way, however well we should have 
done our work—nay, for the very reason 
that we have done it well—the Word 
should still remain unspoken.” (The Word 
of God and the Word of Man, pp. 206-215. 
Emphases by Barth.) 

Again, you have heard it said by them of 
our time (Barth and his following): 

“The Bible is the literary monument 
of an ancient racial religion [namely, of 
the religion of Israel in the Old Testa- 


ment] and of a Hellenistic [Greek] cultus 
religion of the Near East [in its New Tes- 
tament]. A human document like any 
other, it can lay no a priori dogmatic 
claim to special attention and considera- 
tion.” (The Word of God and the Word of 

Man, p. 60.) The Bible by itself is ‘all 

the way through fallible human words.” 

(Christian Dogmatics, Vol. I, 2, p. 565.) 
But Christ says to you: 

“The Scripture cannot be broken.” 

(John 10, 35.) 

Therefore we say unto you: Which shall 
it be—Christ or Barth? 

Let Barth and those who follow him con- 
tinue to walk on the narrow ridge of their 
“dialectic” Yes-and-No theology, and see 
where this gets them. Our mind is made up 
and our heart is fixed: we shall continue to 
follow the Christ of Scripture, whose words 
are spirit and life, the veritable Word of God 
Himself, which is quick (living) and power- 
ful (energetic) in its working. We shall not 
hesitate to stand on the foundation of the 
apostles and prophets, in which Jesus Christ 
is the chief cornerstone (Eph. 2,20). Thank 
God, we know the end of this way. We know 
and are sure that in these Scriptures, on 
which the Lord Himself put His seal, we have 
words of eternal life. (John 6, 63; Hebr. 4, 12; 
John 6, 68.) 


@ Issues in the Controversy Con- 
cerning the Word of God Within 
the Missouri Synod 


In the June-July Confessional Lutheran 
(Dr. Scharlemann Withdraws Essays—Issues 
Remain,” p. 77ff) we have pointed out that 
both the formal statement of Prof. Martin H. 
Scharlemann himself and committee recom- 
mendations which the Cleveland Convention 
were persuaded to adopt make it crystal-clear 
that the issues raised by the St. Louis profes- 
sor in his “doctrinally misleading” essays con- 
tinue to confront our church. This is also 
borne out by letters of Dr. Scharlemann in 
reply to questions addressed to him by con- 
cerned members of the Missouri Synod after 
the convention. From one of several such let- 
ters put at our disposal we quote the follow- 
ing: 

“Committee Three [the convention 
committee on doctrinal matters]—as I 
understand from the reports that I have 
from Cleveland—tried to make it clear 
that the question of false doctrine was 
not involved in my action.” 
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The St. Louis professor added: 

“That is why the word ‘retract’ does 
not occur in my document.” 

The main provisions of the resolution 
adopted by the great majority of voting dele- 
gates at the Cleveland Convention with refer- 
ence to Memorial No. 356 (‘‘To Relieve Dr. 
M. Scharlemann of his Office as Teacher, 
Etc.,”—declared “unprintable” by Missouri’s 
President) are a plea to forgive the professor 
“for what he has done,” and to refrain from 
attacks on him on the basis of four of his es- 
says (“withdrawn” but not retracted) which 
are declared to be “‘doctrinally misleading” 
and a source of unrest within the church, 
and a request by the Synod to its newly cre- 
ated Commission on Theology and Church 
Relations to address itself to issues raised by 
Dr. Scharlemann in his essays. The four es- 
says which are named are: The Bible as 
Record, Witness and Medium of Revelation; 
Revelation and Inspiration; The Inerrancy of 
Scripture; and God is One. (Cp. Resolution 
19 of Committee No. 3, the Committee on 
Doctrinal Matters, in Today’s Business, pp. 
518-520. ) 

The issues raised by Dr. Scharlemann in 
his essays to which we accordingly need to 
continue to address ourselves remain publi- 
cized in the unwithdrawn essay “‘God’s Acts 
as Revelation” in the Concordia Theological 
Monthly, April 1961. These the author of that 
essay, Dr. Scharlemann, has himself charac- 
terized as but a “more carefully worded” 
treatment, as to methodology of presenta- 
tion, of the controversial “items” presented 
in his now “withdrawn” but not retracted 
previous essays on the same subjects. (See 
Lutheran Witness, Apr. 4, 1961, p. 21.) These 
issues are, moreover, embodied in formal 
statements concerning them in other docu- 
ments relative to the Controversy concerning 
the Word of God within the Missouri Synod. 
Among these are letters to Missouri’s clergy 
by the president of Concordia Seminary in St. 
Louis (Feb. 11, 1960) and by the president of 
the synod (Aug. 22, 1960), a Special Report 
subtitled “Theological Problem” in the Lu- 
theran Witness (April 4, 1961) and a second 
“Special Report” in the Lutheran Witness of 
Dec. 26, 1961. None of the documents here 
referred to has been “withdrawn,” let alone 
retracted. They continue to bear witness to 
what the doctrinal issues are in the Contro- 
versy concerning the Word of God which the 
Cleveland Convention has left to confront the 
Missouri Synod. 

What are these issues, the issues in the 
Controversy concerning the Word of God? 


These issues are: The nature of divine 
revelation; the meaning of the expression 
“Word of God;” Scriptural inspiration; the 
proper use of such terms as the “inerrancy” 
or “‘infallibility” of Scripture; Modernism’s 
unwarranted distinction between “truth” and 
“fact” (“truthful” and “factual’); and the 
authority and perfection of Holy Scripture 
which stand or fall with the outcome of such 
and similar issues. 

In another article in this Aug.-Sept. num- 
ber of our journal (“The New Approach to the 
Scriptures in the ALC’) we have called at- 
tention to a statement of Prof. John P. Milton 
of the Luther Seminary in St. Paul, who is 
championing the cause of Modernism’s view 
of the Word of God within the American Lu- 
theran Church. He has stated that so far as 
the words “inspired,” “infallible,” and ‘“‘in- 
errant” are concerned, he can use all of these 
words despite a change in his views which en- 
ables him to disclaim being any longer ‘“‘in- 
clined to be something of a fundamentalist;” 
but that “some interpretation of them is nec- 
essary if one is to use them correctly and 
honestly,”—“‘correctly,” that is, in accordance 
with one’s particular use of them, and honest- 
ly in view of the fact that they are today 
being used by some, as by Dr. Milton, in a 
sense differing from that in which they have 
been used hitherto even by such men them- 
selves. We don’t believe that any informed 
person will dismiss such a testimony with the 
threadbare smear that Dr. Milton, of all men, 
is a radical of “the extreme right”! 

It is sometimes said that differences be- 
tween us who adhere to the historic Christian 
faith and those of the Barthian way are large- 
ly a matter of semantics. They are. These men, 
who have built themselves a modern tower 
of babel, no more speak our language. They 
do not speak the language of Holy Scripture 
and of the Church. They do not speak the 
language of the Confessions of genuine Lu- 
theranism, concerning which we have pledged 
ourselves that we “have determined not to de- 
part even a finger’s breadth either from the 
subjects themselves, or from the phrases 
found in them” (their phraseology, their use 
of words, the meaning they attach to these), 
Preface to the Book of Concord, Trigl. Edit., 
p. 23. When we ask Barthians for bread, they 
give us a stone; and when we ask them for 
an egg, they give us a scorpion. 

Karl Barth, who is generally recognized 
as being the chief instigator of the current 
controversy concerning the Word of God, has 
said that verbal inspiration is “the divine 
decision which is continually repeated in the 
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life of the church and its members.” (Roe- 
merbrief, 6th Edition, p. 594.) Insofar as he 
has explained what he means by his exotic 
use of the language of the Church the Swiss 
churchman is honest. Should less be expected 
of others who depart from the historic Chris- 
tian, Biblical use of language? Should less be 
expected from Lutherans, more particularly 
from Missourians, who undeniably depart 
from the phraseology of the Confessions of 
our Church, which declare the words of Holy 
Scripture to have fallen from the Holy Ghost 
(Apology of the Augsburg Confession IV, 
108; Trigl. Edit., p. 153)? 

It is his different use of words—his at- 
taching to them a meaning foreign to that 
of their historic use by the Church and in 
our confessions—that has enabled one of our 
St. Louis professors to begin his statement at 
the Cleveland Convention as follows (Today’s 
Business, p. 519, the words and phrases at 
issue being underlined by us): 

“Permit me to address you in a mat- 
ter of great importance to the Synod and 
to me. At the outset I wish to emphasize 
that, by the grace of God, I am— as I 
have been in the past—fully committed 
to the doctrine of the verbal inspiration 
of the Sacred Scriptures. I hold these 
Scriptures to be the Word of God in their 
totality and in all their parts and to be 
utterly truthful, infallible and completely 
without error.” 

We fully agree that what the St. Louis 
professor has been urging has (because of 
his different use of words) “been subject to 
much misunderstanding and misconstruc- 
tion.” Indeed, just this is one of the reasons 
why the Controversy concerning the Word of 
God is being prolonged in our midst! Let 
this basic issue be clearly faced and there will 
soon be light in our darkness. No explanation 
concerning peculiar use of words at issue in 
the Controversy concerning the Word of God 
within the Missouri Synod were given the 
Cleveland Convention. No wonder the great 
majority of its delegates could be persuaded 
to adopt what they did! 

The general trend in current Modernism 
is based on the existentialist approach to 
Scripture that “Christianity is not a religion 
based on immutable truths but a religion in 
which man’s confrontation with God takes 
place in terms of man’s situation.” (Halver- 
son and Cohen, A Christian Handbook of The- 
ology, p. 5.) This means that the Scriptures 
themselves are not a revelation, and that they 
are not as such of divine inviolable authority; 
that what the holy men of God wrote was 


not in its very words communicated to them 
by the Holy Spirit. According to this theory 
“God-acting-in-events” has replaced the doc- 
trine of Scriptural revelation. This theory is 
accompanied by a “dynamic” doctrine of in- 
spiration: since God confronts us through the 
meaning of “events,” so it is said, the Bible 
can “convey” a true revelation of God, and 
its writers can be God’s inspired interpreters, 
while at the same time they are thoroughly 
human and fallible. (See the previous refer- 
ence, p. 328.) 


The essay “God’s Acts as Revelation” 
(CTM, April, 1961) which has been referred 
to above purports to be based on Ps. 103, 7: 
“He made His ways known to Moses, His acts 
to the people of Israel.” As already pointed 
out, this essay of Prof. Scharlemann is admit- 
tedly but a “more carefully” worded presen- 
tation of the same “items” contained in pre- 
vious and now “withdrawn” but not retracted 
essays. We shall not now enter into a discus- 
sion of all of these items. We shall simply 
quote two passages from the latter part of the 
essay in which it reaches its climax. The first 
of these is as follows: 


“If we keep in mind this relationship 
of the Biblical documents to God’s mighty 
acts, [which acts are] always to be under- 
stood as ‘deed-words,’ we shall be pre- 
served from the error of Judaism, which 
saw and often sees in the Biblical docu- 
ments themselves an authority independ- 
ent of those acts to which they testify. As 
a result, Judaism has often determined an 
individual’s attitude toward God on the 
basis of his response to Old Testament 
documents as such, especially as these 
were interpreted by the tradition of the 
elders. By not going beyond the docu- 
ments to the prior acts of God, to which 
they bear testimony, men turn revelation 
into tradition. This perversion is the source 
of all legalism.” 


Do you believe this, or do you reject it? 
As for ourselves, with genuine Lutheranism, 
“we receive and embrace with our whole heart 
the Prophetic and Apostolic Scriptures of the 
Old and New Testaments as the pure, clear 
fountain of Israel, which is the only true 
standard by which all teachers and doctrines 
are to be judged.” (Formula of Concord, 
Trigl. p. 851.) We are not going to be drawn 
aside from this rockbed position by a defense 
of opposite teaching which rests on insistence 
that it isn’t found to be “heresy” and the like. 


The other summary passage in the essay 
referred to which we shall quote is as follows: 
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“The writings of the men who wrote 
the Biblical books, their testimony to God’s 
ways, are instruments by which ‘we our- 
selves are made contemporaneous with the 
sequence of events which is often referred 
to as Heilsgeschichte.’ ” 

Again, do you believe this—that we our- 
selves are made ‘“‘contemporaneous with” the 
sequence of events which is often referred to 
as Heilsgeschichte? Or do you reject it? As 
regards “what is often referred to as’ Heils- 
geschichte, we may have a great deal to say 
about this at another time. Let it suffice for 
the present to say that, as referred to in 
Barthianism, ‘‘Heilsgeschichte” is not to be 
identified as history, for which Barth uses 
“Historie.” Barth always refers to Jesus as 
historisch (historical) but to Christ as “‘ge- 
schichtlich” (which might be rendered his- 
toric, with a connotation such as when Santa 
Claus and Paul Bunyan are referred to as his- 
toric characters). From this it can be seen 
what contemporary events and their sequence 
are “often referred to as” Heilsgeschichte. 

Not to become too lengthy, we shall at this 
time cite from the one or the other of the 
documents (unretracted and unwithdrawn) 
only several further statements. In the Spe- 
cial Report published in the Dec. 26, 1961 
issue of the Lutheran Witness we read the 
following: 

“Question: What do you mean by your 
claim that you modified your essays? 
Answer: The changes I made were in mat- 
ters of methodology, language, and in the 
instance of the use or non-use of the term 
‘inerrancy.’ Whatever modifications have 
appeared in the superseding paper, ‘God’s 
Acts as Revelation,’ are matters of clarifi- 
cation, emphasis, fuller context, and 
style.” (P. 20. We are citing this as evi- 
dence of the character of the essay 
named. ) 

“Question: Do you believe and teach 
that the Bible may contain errors or mis- 
takes? Answer: I have tried to avoid the 
use of ‘error’ and ‘mistake,’ because these 
words suggest the kind of imperfections 
and human fallibility that is not found in 
the Scriptures. .. .” (P. 19.) 

Does this not clearly leave room for a 
“kind of imperfections and human fal- 
libility” that zs alleged to be found in the 
Bible? Merely changing his language a bit, 
the professor goes on to speak of “dis- 
crepancies” in the Bible which are said 
to be a result of the Biblical author’s 
writing “from where they were, as people 
of their day.” 


Such in brief are the issues raised by Dr. 
Scharlemann in the Controversy concerning 
the Word of God, which continues to con- 
front us, and to which we therefore need 
alas! to continue to address ourselves, as we 
also shall, so help us God! 


© Procedure at the Cleveland 
Convention 


Administrative “procedure” was a potent 
factor toward shaping events at Missouri’s 
Cleveland Convention. An example or two 
will illustrate this. 

At the very beginning of the convention, 
administrative procedure served to quash 
wholly proper overtures devoted to just rep- 
resentations by members of Synod’s constit- 
uency requesting relief. The President had ap- 
pointed to the Committee on Doctrinal Matters 
and Church Relations and also to the Commit- 
tee on Constitutional Matters a number of 
members who in such a position would be re- 
viewing and making recommendations con- 
cerning controversial documents and matters 
in the production, dissemination and conduct 
of which they themselves had had a hand. 
(The Form and Function of Holy Scripture, 
Theology of Fellowship, Report of Unity Com- 
mittee, NLC Negotiations and Essays, etc.) 
From numerous quarters, overtures had been 
sent to the President’s office, objecting to the 
appointment of such individuals to the respec- 
tive committees for the reason already in- 
dicated. The Synodical Handbook provides 
(1.27) concerning convention committees ap- 
pointed by the president that ‘Every member 
of Synod shall have the right to object to 
any appointment made to such commit- 
tees.” Synod’s Handbook provides (1.25) 
that “‘All memorials or overtures sent to the 
President shall be submitted toSynod through 
one of the convention committees.” However, 
at the beginning of the convention the Presi- 
dent simply announced that for the first time 
during his incumbency objection was raised 
to some of his appointments to committees, 
and that unless he heard from delegates to 
the contrary, his appointments would stand. 
Delegates were not apprised of the reason, 
for objection given in various memorials, nor 
of the fact that they were submitted as memo- 
rials. (Most delegates likely do not yet know 
the issue before them.) Nor were they remind- 
ed of the procedure called for by theSynodical 
Handbook, which on other occasions when 
this may be deemed useful seems to be re- 
garded as almost sacrosanct. This augured an 
auspicious beginning as regards procedure at 
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the Cleveland Convention. It raises the ques- 
tion as to whether or not provisions of the 
Handbook should be adhered to and carried 
out by the administration, or whether admin- 
istrative fiat is to be substituted for principles 
and procedures jointly agreed on by Synod’s 
constituency for the good of all concerned. 

A number of other important overtures 
were not brought to the attention of the con- 
vention at all. 

Others were simply declared “unprint- 
able” (without any explanation as to why 
they should be so regarded) and delegates 
were asked to act upon them after merely 
hearing them read. 

A day or so after Memorial 19 of the Com- 
mittee on Doctrinal Matters had been acted 
upon, it was announced that this action 
covered also Memorial 335 in Reports and 
Memorials,—an important memorial bearing 
a considerable number of signatures of con- 
gregations and individuals in various parts 
of Synod,—a sort of post-mortem operation. 

Any careful review or history of the Cleve- 
land Convention will have to take account of 
procedure employed, and its effect on the 
outcome of important issues, toward a proper 
evaluation of it. 


@ See What Happened to Overture of 
Members of the CLPB! 


From August 31, 1960 on, members of the 
executive staff of the Confessional Lutheran 
endeavored in vain to arrange with the Presi- 
dium of the Missouri Synod a meeting the 
purpose of which would be discussion of the 
doctrinal issues in the Controversy concern- 
ing the Word of God within the Missouri Syn- 
od with special reference to a letter sent to 
the clergy by the President on Aug. 22, 1960. 
In our last letter to the President regarding 
this matter (May 15, 1962) we had stated: 
“We shall be looking forward to hearing from 
you again and trust that you may yet reply 
in the affirmative to our insistent evangelical 
request for a meeting sometime between May 
27 and June 9 for a meeting such as we have 
been requesting, in which doctrinal issues 
which to the dismay of her true friends at 
home and abroad are destroying our church, 
will be basic.” This letter received a final ne- 
gative reply dated May 24. A letter post- 
marked June 8, 1962 was then sent from the 
President’s office to all pastors and teachers 
of the Missouri Synod containing numerous 
misrepresentations and blaming the Confes- 
sional Lutheran group for the fact that a 
proper meeting between them and the Presi- 


dium was not held. In view of such facts, 12 
members of Synod, who constitute the exec- 
utive staff of the Confessional Lutheran Pub- 
licity Bureau, submitted an overture regard- 
this matter for consideration and action by 
the Cleveland Convention. The post office 
supplied us with a receipt certifying that the 
President, to whom our mail was addressed 
in accordance with Synodical regulations, had 
received the document on June 4,—which was 
about a week before the ordinary deadline 
for receiving memorials. The overture here 
follows: 

WHEREAS, Prof. Martin H. Scharle- 
mann of Concordia Seminary in St. Louis 
has ‘“‘caused a great stir and disturbance in 
many hearts’ by various essays in which 
he has espoused contemporary Modern- 
ism’s contention for its divine self-revela- 
tion-by-acts theory which denies the his- 
toric Christian faith that the Bible is as 
such revealed truth(s), its destructive 
“scientific” method of investigation or ex- 
ploration of Scripture, its dynamic doc- 
trine of “inspiration,” and its accompany- 
uiteuce on factual error in the Bible; 
an 

WHEREAS, the undersigned have since 
Aug. 31, 1960 endeavored to arrange with 
the Presidium of Synod a meeting for the 
purpose of making clear the Scriptural 
unacceptableness of the Scharlemann Case 
proposed in a letter of the President to 
Synod’s clergy and teachers dated Aug.. 
22, 1960; and 

WHEREAS, the undersigned have as- 
sured the President from the beginning 
that they would be prepared with a suc- 
cinct statement of the doctrinal issues at 
such a meeting; and 

WHEREAS, a meeting of this kind, in 
which discussion of the doctrinal issues 
would be basic, has been denied the un- 
dersigned up till now; and 

WHEREAS, the President has by a Spe- 
cial Report of Nov. 29, 1961 implemented 
the proposal contained in his letter of 
Aug. 22, 1960; now, therefore, 

WE PETITION SYNOD — 

To direct the President to meet with 
the undersigned at an early date for the 
purpose of hearing and discussing issues 
in the Scharlemann Case on the basis of 
the succinct statement hereto appended, 
supplemented by a critique of the Special 
Report of Nov. 29, 1961; 

To direct that a mutually acceptable 
moderator be provided for said meet- 
ing(s); 
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To direct that a tape-recording of said 

meeting(s) be supplied those concerned. 

(Individual signatures of 12 mem- 

bers of the executive staff of the 

CLPB — enclosure of the two docu- 
ments referred to.) 

The Synodical Handbook provides (1.27c): 
“All memorials or overtures sent to the Presi- 
dent shall be submitted to Synod through 
one of its convention committees.” 

We saw and heard of no action on our 
memorial at the Cleveland Convention, and 
we therefore, on July 19, addressed a letter 
of inquiry to the Secretary of Synod about the 
matter. In reply, we received the following 
from the Secretary: 

THE LUTHERAN CHURCH — 
MISSOURI SYNOD 

Office of the Secretary 
August 14, 1962 - 
The Rev. F. E. Bartling, Secretary 
Executive Staff 
The Confessional Lutheran Publicity Bureau 
617 South Chicago Avenue 
Freeport, Illinois 
Dear Brother Bartling: 

This is in answer to your inquiry regarding 
the action taken by the Cleveland Convention 
on the Memorial signed by Mr. Henry Bohl, 
Mr. Gerhardt Freundt, Mr. Edwin Kreft, Mr. 
Howard Hasz, Mr. John Rhame, Mr. O. K. Wol- 
ter, Rev. A. C. Dahms, Rev. G. Elbert, Rev. 
R. Frick, Rev. H. Romoser, Rev. Paul Burg- 
dorf, Rev. F. E. Bartling. 

After your letter had arrived I began 
checking through the records in my Office. 
We failed to find any trace of this Memorial. 

I then checked with the Saint Louis of- 
fice. After some search two mimeographed 
copies of this Unprinted Memorial (which 
someone had designated as No. 364) were dis- 
covered. 

Further investigation indicated that the 
person who cut the stencil was not one of the 
regular staff people, because the line by line 
pagination used for all the Unprinted Me- 
morials as published in Today’s Business was 
not used in cutting this particular stencil. 

So I am up a blind alley. 

I can only surmise that in the rush of 
pre-Convention business (your letter states 
that Dr. Behnken received the Memorial as 
late as June 4) the Memorial was handed 
to someone who did not know how to follow 
through and, consequently, the Memorial was 
not published or acted upon. 


This would constitute a bizarre climax to 
our efforts over a period of almost two years 


to arrange with the Presidium a meeting for 
brotherly discussion of life-and-death issues 
confronting us which concern the whole 
church. 

Accordingly, we on Aug. 22 requested that 
our memorial be printed in the Proceedings 
of the Convention, with the notation that it 
was not brought to the attention of the con- 
vention for consideration and action. We 
pointed out that fairness would demand such 
a course, that the constituency of Synod is en- 
titled to such factual information in the Con- 
troversy concerning the Word of God by 
which our church is being torn, and that this 
would be in accordance with the dictates of 
Christian love. The Lutheran Witness dated 
Sept. 4 in a “Synodogram,” moreover, an- 
nounced that ‘Included in the 1962 Proceed- 
ings will be the unprinted memorials... .” 
(p. 3). However, in another letter of that 
same date (Sept. 4) the Secretary of Synod 
wrote us: ‘. . . we shall not publish ‘Un- 
printed Memorial 364’ in the Convention 
PROCEEDINGS.” At the same time he ap- 
prised us of a different version of the fate 
of our memorial, as follows: 

After I returned from my vacation 
yesterday, I turned my attention, once 
again, to the matter of Unprinted Memo- 
rial 364 on the basis of your letter of 
August 22 requesting “that this Memorial 
be printed in the Proceedings with the 
notation that it was not submitted to Syn- 
od through one of its Convention Com- 
mittees.” 

I had the opportunity to discuss the 
situation with Vice-President Theodore 
Nickel, who was chairman of Floor Com- 
mittee 3 at the Cleveland Convention. Dr. 
Nickel informs me that his committee had 
received this memorial and had discussed 
its contents. 

The committee arrived at the conclu- 
sion that the matters referred to in Un- 
printed Memorial 364 had been treated in 
the so-called Scharlemann Resolution (Re- 
solution 3-19) and also, to a certain de- 
gree, by Resolution 38-09 (‘“The Super- 
vision of Doctrine and Practice’). Be- 
cause of this, Committee 3 felt that no 
special resolution was required in answer 
to Unprinted Memorial 364 and, as Dr. 
Nickel recalls, a verbal statement to that 
effect was offered. I assume the reason 
why Dr. Behnken handed this memorial 
to the committee directly rather than to 
have it appear as an “unprinted memorial” 
is the fact that the name of an individual 
is mentioned. I know that Dr. Behnken 


94 THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


refused to have certain other memorials 
printed because of this reason. [Note!] 

We believe that this explanation should 
be sufficient to indicate why we shall not 
publish ‘“Unprinted Memorial 364” in the 
Convention PROCEEDINGS. 


In a letter dated Sept. 8 we replied to the 
above communication as follows: 
Dear Doctor Birkner: 

Herewith we acknowledge receipt of 
your letter under date of September 4, 
1962. In this letter (September 4, 1962) 
you state that you “shall not publish ‘Un- 
printed Memorial 364’ in the Convention 
PROCEEDINGS,” thus withholding from 
members of Synod factual information 
most vital to this controversy. 

You now apprise us of a version dif- 
ferent from that in your former letter of 
the fate of our overture to the Cleveland 
Convention in the matter of the Contro- 
versy concerning the Word of God within 
the Missouri Synod. You state: “I assume 
the reason why Dr. Behnken handed this 
memorial to the committee directly rather 
than to have it appear as an ‘unprinted 
memorial’ is the fact that the name of an 
individual is mentioned. I know that Dr. 
Behnken refused to have certain other 
memorials printed because of this reason.” 

We again remind you that the Synod- 
ical Handbook of the Lutheran Church— 
Missouri Synod (1960 Edition) containing 
its Constitution and By-Laws provides 
the following procedure for conventions 
(1.25c): 

“All memorials or overtures sent to 
the President shall be submitted to 
Synod through one of its convention 
committees.” 

Your letter raises the question whether 
or not our Synod and its conventions are 
to continue to be governed by such prin- 
ciples or whether government by personal 
fiat is to be substituted for these. (May 
we also call your attention to the fact that 
the President of Synod did not hesitate 
shortly before the convention to address 
a letter to all pastors and teachers of Syn- 
od concerning the very issue to which our 
overture is directed and that in this letter, 
which contains numerous misrepresenta- 
tions defamatory of us, “the name of an 
individual is mentioned:” in fact, several 
such names are mentioned.) 

In short, we renew our request that 
our memorial, which was not submitted to 
Synod through one of its convention com- 


mittees, be printed in the PROCEEDINGS 
of the convention in order that the official 
public records of the case at issue may be 
historically accurate. 
Yours for speaking the truth in love, 
¥, E. Bartling 
This is the factual story of the fate of our 
“Unprinted Memorial 364” up to the time of 
this writing. 


@ Changing Missouri and Its New 
Course 


Various reporters have, on the basis of 
their observation of action at the Cleveland 
Convention, concluded that a changed policy 
has been put in force by the Missouri Synod. 
We call attention to the following. 

The Cleveland Plain Dealer on June 24 
published a report by its religion editor un- 
der the heading “Changes are Noted in Mis- 
souri Synod.” This report sees the “change 
in climate” in the “traditionally aloof” Mis- 
souri Synod as “one of the notable aspects 
of the ecumenical movement.” To which we 
say that even Jaroslav Pelikan has recently 


‘conceded that “Of course, ‘ecumenical’ is a 


slippery word in ecclesiastical parlance.” (The 
Atlantic Monthly, August 1962, p. 98.) Gen- 
erally speaking, “ecumenical” in connection 
with the current ecumenical movement stands 
for the grossest kind of religious unionism or 
syncretism (mixing of religions). 

The Lutheran Witness, in that editorial in 
the “new spirit” which it says has come upon 
the church, “Turning Point” (Aug. 21), con- 
cedes that cries of “crisis” before Cleveland 
were indeed prophetic in that Missouri’s con- 
vention “marked a distinct turning point in its 
115-year history” in several respects. Art. 
III.1 of the Constitution of the Missouri Syn- 
od reads: ‘“‘The objects of the Synod are: 1. 
The conservation and promotion of the unity 
of the true faith, Eph. 4, 3-6; I Cor. 1, 10, and 
a united defense against schism and sectarian- 
ism, Rom. 16,17.” (Our emphasis.) Under 
God, an equal evangelical observance of what 
is enjoined by one and the same divine au- 
thority in Eph. 4 (keeping the unity of Spirit 
—one faith, ete-——in the bond of peace) and 
in Rom. 16, 17 (mark them which cause divi- 
sions and offenses contrary to the doctrine 
which you have learned, and avoid them) 
contributed toward Missouri’s true greatness. 
The Lutheran Witness levels against its synod 
the serious charge that it “had gradually 
reached a stage where its accent seemed to 
fall on ‘avoid them’ rather than on ‘en- 
deavoring to keep the unity of the Spirit in 
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the bond of peace.’”’ (Our emphasis.) When 
accent on one of these two equally divine and 
authoritative injunctions “rather than” on the 
other is advocated, as is done by the Lutheran 
Witness, does not this reveal a false spirit? 

The American Lutheran, free-lance jour- 
nal which has for several decades been rep- 
resenting liberal tendencies within the Mis- 
souri Synod, editorialized about the Cleve- 
land Convention under the heading “The Be- 
ginning of a New Era” (August issue). 

The consistently leftish Christian Century 
reported (July 18) that at Cleveland the Mis- 
souri Synod “began to break out of its gi- 
gantic shell with sounds and gestures not pre- 
viously heard from that quarter.” In other 
words, the Cleveland Convention seems to be 
said to have hatched out something strange- 
ly new. 

Breaking a seventeen-year-long silence to 
reveal where his sympathies lie, Dr. Lawrence 
Meyer (until recently planning counselor of 
the Missouri Synod) has placed “the crucial 
turning point” of his synod somewhat earlier. 
“Unhesitatingly” he attributed this to “The 
44.” This was a group of Missouri Synod mem- 
bers (several of them on the St. Louis facul- 
ty) who in 1945 produced a Statement which 
roused a controversy on Church Fellowship 
within the Missouri Synod that has never been 
allayed. This, Dr. Meyer is quoted as saying, 
was the crucial turning point “from tradi- 
tion” to a role in which the church (the Mis- 
souri Synod) “began to do its own thinking 
and searching in the Scriptures”! “The resolu- 
tion fashioned by ‘the 44,’” he added, “could 
be published today and nobody would blink 
an eye.” (See “Colorful Career of Dr. Meyer 
Spans Five Decades” in The Lutheran Lay- 
man, August 1962.) The last two statements 
we most seriously challenge. The “resolution 
on fellowship fashioned by ‘the 44’” among 
other things embodied a declaration in which 
its signatories affirmed their conviction that 
in keeping with what they regarded as the 
historic Lutheran “tradition” (sic) church fel- 
lowship is possible without complete agree- 
ment in details of doctrine. When the “State- 
ment” raised an ever increasing furor 
throughout Synod, its President (after ap- 
pointing a committee to deal with the “44” 
but soon discharging it) in 1947 published an 
Agreement which he had entered with the 
“44,” in accordance with which their State- 
ment was “withdrawn as a basis of discus- 
sion” but not retracted and the issues which 
had been raised by the dissidents were to be 
“studied.” This pattern (which practically re- 
duces doctrinal matters to the status of open 


questions) now seems to be more or less re- 
peated in the Controversy concerning the 
Word of God! 


The American Lutheran Church’s 3-page 
Lutheran Standard report on the Cleveland 
Convention was written by Martin E. Marty, 
associate editor of the Christian Century and 
a member of Missouri’s clergy, under the 
heading ‘“Missouri’s New Direction, 1962.” 
(Marty has openly advocated “subversion, en- 
circlement, and infiltration of our church 
by “prophets” of the Ecumenical Move- 
ment. See. CL, April 1961, p. 51.) The 
article begins by saying that it is hard, 
so soon after the convention, to “find the 
plot” in the shape of Missouri’s thought and 
the direction of its life. It charges, with refer- 
ence to Missouri’s doctrinal stand, that “an 
element of inner uncertainty which has puz- 
zled other Lutherans is present.” “Missouri 
is changing,’ Marty says, “and knows it.” 
(The article even states that “Wisconsin was 
perhaps correct” in some of its attacks on 
Missouri. ) 


Discussing the convention’s action with 
regard to the San Francisco Resolution of 
1959 concerning certain doctrinal statements, 
in particular the Brief Statement, Dr. Marty 
declares: “Some of the documents in question 
would have been insurmountable barriers to 
future inter-Lutheran theological unity be- 
cause they belonged to the private experience 
of Missouri, were colored by the scholastic 
bent and expression of its greatest dogmati- 
cian |Dr. F. Pieper is undoubtedly meant], 
and would prove to be uncongenial to many 
non-Missourians (as they are to some Mis- 
sourians) were they to be imposed as confes- 
sions.” Note that Dr. Marty, a member of 
Missouri’s English District, objects to the con- 
tent—alleged coloring by “scholastic bent and 
expression” —of the Brief Statement, shelved 
as “unconstitutional” at Cleveland. (Does 
what he here says, by the way, give us some 
idea as to what might be expected in pro- 
jected theological discussions within the 
framework of the National Lutheran Council 
enlarged by incorporation of Missouri? ) 


Drawing a conclusion from this and other 
action of the Cleveland Convention, Dr. Marty 
asks “What does all this mean?” and observes 
that Missouri may not yet have its whole heart 
in the ecumenical “reality” but that it has its 
mind there. We might say, he declares, that 
“it is moving headfirst” in this direction: 
Missouri’s new President “will be leading a 
changed church body” and its course will 
look different from that in the past. 
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In another discussion of the Missouri Syn- 
od and the so-called Ecumenical Movement 
(Lutheran Standard, Aug. 14, 1962, p. 4) it 
has been reported that Missouri’s new presi- 
dent has pledged himself to an approach 
similar to that of his predecessor, “go slow.” 
Does this mean: Be slow in approaching the 
“ecumenical movement,” but do go that way? 
Dr. Marty’s article leads us to expect this! 
What he has publicly proclaimed should hard- 
ly be dismissed as the statement of a radical 
of “the extreme right.” The Lutheran recently 
(Sept. 5) introduced him to its readers by 
saying ‘“‘He’s a Missouri pastor in very good 
standing but is also an editor of America’s 
best|[?] Protestant magazine.” The ultra-liber- 
al Christian Century is meant. Note that “but” 
in this publication of left-wing Lutheranism. 

If what “red-hot” Marty of ‘the take-over 
Generation” and others are telling the world 
about Missouri and its new president should 
not be true, should these not just as publicly 
declare themselves? 


® “Turning Point” 

As might have been expected, the Luther- 
an Witness received vigorous reaction to its 
editorial of Aug. 21, “Turning Point,” which 
is written in the “new spirit” that it advises 
its readers “has come upon the church.” A 
number of letters in which the “new spirit” 
has, in accordance with the injunction of 
Scripture, been tried and found wanting have 
been brought to our attention. From among 
these we submit as an example the following, 
which was written by a layman and his wife 
in California: 

Yes indeed, ‘a new spirit has come 
upon the church” and it didn’t take very 
long after the Cleveland Convention to 
manifest itself. 

This spirit of love which you found 
lacking in those who opposed the liber- 
alism that has come into our church body 
we find very sadly lacking in your editorial 
‘Turning Point.’ As a matter of fact, we 
find some serious discrepancies in your 
statements and also some downright vici- 
ous remarks about ‘some yellow journal 
or book of documentation.’ The men writ- 
ing for the Confessional Lutheran and 
Book of Documentation of the State of the 
Church Conference are dedicated Chris- 
tians, who put the love and loyalty they 
have for God and His holy Word, as found 
in the Bible ——FIRST, LAST, AND AL- 
WAYS. It seems to us that these people 
have the deep kind of Christian love that 
is hard for many others to understand— 


a wanting to keep our Christian doctrine 
pure at any cost to themselves. 

We are wondering where YOUR Chris- 
tian love is for these brethren in Christ? 
Their guilt being that they love God above 
men—and intend to remain faithful to 
Him and His Word. We are 100% with 
them! 

The Bible tells us “Speak every man 
truth with his neighbor: for we are mem- 
bers one of another.” 

Thanking the Confessional Lutheran 
for what it isdoing to retain the pure doctrine 
for our church, the signatories of the above 
letter ask what laymen can do about the 
present situation. Laymen can, for one thing, 
follow the example of the inquirers. The Lu- 
theran Witness, and responsible officials of 
the Missouri Synod, ought to receive thou- 
sands of letters like the above. Members of 
the Missouri Synod still are the Synod. Their 
officials are answerable to them. Let’s keep 
it that way lest God justly permit us to be 
deprived altogether of the treasure of His 
pure Word. 


@ The New “Approach” to the Scrip- 
tures in the American Lutheran 
Church 


It is an “open secret” that there are fac- 
tors that are “causing ferment, tension, and 
misgivings in the church [the ALC] at this 
time.” So Dr. E. W. Schramm reports in an 
editorial in the Lutheran Standard, official 
organ of the American Lutheran Church. 
(July 31.) He goes on to say: 

“These factors center largely in the 
doctrine of inspiration of the Scriptures 
and more specifically in the interpretation 
of such sections of the Scriptures as the 
first 11 chapters of Genesis and the books 
of Job and Jonah. 

“It was known that what might be 
called an ‘old’ and a ‘new’ approach to 
these Scriptures was abroad in the church, 
and that the ‘new’ approach (not at all 
‘new’ to Lutherans in Europe) is charac- 
teristic particularly of interns from the 
the seminary and of younger graduates 
of the seminary...” 

This was one of the reasons for a three- 
day meeting, during the first days of July, of 
the president and secretary of the ALC, its 
district presidents, 32 of its theological semi- 
nary professors, and several invited guests. 
At this meeting current “questions” on the 
doctrine of the Word were “explored.” Presi- 
dent Schiotz asked the district presidents to 
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report frankly and specifically on the things 
which have been troubling the churches and 
the members of their respective districts.” 
Dr. Schramm reports: “My notes show that 
12 of the 18 district presidents [another one 
of whom was absent| set forth what might 
be called ‘complaints’ or ‘charges.’ In some 
instances they made it plain that they were 
simply reporting misgivings they had heard. 
In other instances it was clear that the district 
presidents were also expressing their own 
misgivings.” 

According to Dr. Schramm’s report, Dr. 
John P. Milton, professor of Old Testament 
studies at Luther Theological Seminary in St. 
Paul (formerly of the ELC) spoke up as the 
chief champion of the “new” approach to 
Scripture (that of Modernism in its current 
form, known as Neo-Orthodoxy) within the 
ALC. In language rather familiar to us he be- 
gan by stating that he “believes as whole- 
heartedly as anyone can that the Bible is the 
Word of God, through which God still speaks 
to men,” and that, although his views on some 
of the controversial points have changed in 
the last 30 or 40 years [during which Barth- 
ianism has been on the scene], he makes this 
confession ‘more wholeheartedly today than 
I did 30 or 40 years ago when I was inclined 
to be something of a fundamentalist.” To 
which we remark that this is equivalent to 
saying that the speaker believes more whole- 
heartedly in the “new” (Barthian) approach 
to Scripture than he formerly believed in the 
“old” approach to it — presumably the his- 
toric Christian approach or at least something 
like it, since he identifies it with “fundamen- 
talism.” 

Dr. Schramm then proceeds to report the 
further remarks of Prof. Milton as follows: 

“So far as the words ‘inspired, ‘infal- 

lible,’ and ‘inerrant’ are concerned, he 
said, he can use all these words but that 
one must recognize that some interpreta- 
tion of them is necessary if one is to use 
them correctly and honestly.” (Our em- 
phasis.) To which we would add that also, 
and above’ all, the expression “Word of 
God” needs interpretation in this day of 
neo-orthodoxy’s mumbo-jumbo talk. The 
deceptive use of that term is the chief 
issue about which the controversy with 
current Modernism (Neo-Orthodoxy) re- 
volves. 

In good neo-orthodox fashion Prof. Mil- 
ton went on to speak of ‘“‘the human factor” 
in the Bible and to outline its three points: 
the linguistic forms (the words it uses), its 
literary forms, and its thought forms. (This 


adds up to a denial of the divine verbal in- 
spiration of Scripture and the whole of what 
is known as the “formal” principle of his- 
toric Christian theology.) 

Dr. Schramm reports more specifically: 

“To cite a single example of how the 
linguistic side of the Scriptures, the words 
it uses, affects biblical interpretation, take 
the current turmoil over the word ‘adam’ 
in the first chapters of Genesis. In Hebrew 
this is the generic word for ‘mankind’ 

(German: der Mensch), not the word for 

man as an individual. |Sic.| There are, 

Dr. Milton said, indications in the first 

three chapters of Genesis that an individ- 

ual is involved [note this loose and decep- 
tive neo-orthodox doubletalk!], but if you 
want to interpret the Bible honestly you 
must begin with the fact that the Hebrew 
word adam means mankind. To refuse to 
recognize this linguistic fact is to be guilty 
of what the United Testimony calls a ‘ra- 
tionalizing process which could explain 
away ... the human factor in the Bible.’ ”’ 

(Our emphasis. Omission in the original. 

The United Testimony is the basis of the 

ALC merger.) Presumably we must “inter- 

pret” the early chapters of Genesis as fol- 

lows: ‘“‘And mankind called its wife’s name 

Eve” (chapt. 3,20); “and mankind knew 

Eve its wife; and she conceived, and bare 

Cain;” etc.! 

As regards literary forms allegedly em- 
ployed in the Bible as part of its “human 
factor,’ Dr. Schramm goes on to explain that 
this has “a direct bearing upon such questions 
as to whether it is possible to hold that Job 
and Jonah are not necessarily historical char- 
acters and still believe firmly that the Bible 
is the Word of God. Dr. Milton protested 
against “condemning anyone who holds that 
the books of Job and Jonah may be parables.” 

As to the thought forms of the Bible, the 
report of Dr. Schramm cites the inane ques- 
tion, “Is one a heretic for believing that the 
earth is round despite the fact that the Scrip- 
tures, using the thought forms of the age in 
which they were written (sic), refer to the 
‘four corners of the earth’?” Far from being 
merely a thought form of the age in which it 
is written, the expression cited (in accordance 
with the four points of the compass—north, 
east, west, and south) represents the univer- 
sal language of mankind in which divine in- 
spiration indeed gave us the sacred Scrip- 
tures. 

Dr. Schramm concludes with the trite gen- 
eral appeal that “‘the real need in the Ameri- 
can Lutheran Church is not to cast suspicion 
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upon its theological professors or its district 
presidents but to encourage and support these 
men [despite such views as those which have 
been set forth! ] with sympathetic interest and 
earnest prayer.” Etc. 

How familiar all of this sounds to us with- 
in the Missouri Synod today! 


© Dr. Peale Calls Churches to 
Repentance 


The leading article in the September issue 
of the Reader’s Digest, “Can Protestantism 
Be Saved?” is a most interesting one. It is all 
the more interesting because it has been writ- 
ten by Dr. Norman Vincent Peale, Pastor of 
the Marble Collegiate Church in New York 
City. Dr. Peale’s religious psychology has be- 
come best known by the title of the main 
work among his numerous publications, The 
Power of Positive Thinking. As indicated by 
that title, there has been little room for any- 
thing negative, and therefore even for such 
things as the doctrine of sin, in the counsel 
he has been offering to a great number of 
men over a period of years. But in this most 
recent article Dr. Peale rings a great change 
on the church-bell as it were. 

Reckoning himself among spiritual des- 
cendants of Martin Luther (although he is 
not a member of the Lutheran Church) Dr. 
Peale begins with a good summary of Protes- 
tant Reformation principles brought about by 
that man of God. He then asks where we 
stand today and launches out into serious 
criticism of some of the things which are 
hurting the Church today. 

“For one thing, we have become bemused 
by the idea of bigness. Take the trend toward 
amalgamation of denominations, the whole 
ecumenical movement (to use the ecclesias- 
tical term) on which much time and effort 
and energy are being expended.” ‘“‘When de- 
nominations merge,” Dr. Peale says, “they 
always [?] have to compromise, to weaken 
their traditional stand. This watering-down in- 
evitably fosters other weaknesses. Mergers 
also lead to concentration of authority in few- 
er and fewer hands—a state of affairs which 
can eventually impinge on individual liberty.” 

“Another mistake we Protestants have 
made is, to put it bluntly, that we haven’t been 
‘choosy’ enough. We have made it too easy 
to join the church. I have been guilty of this 
myself, in my zeal to expose the greatest pos- 
sible number of people to the teachings of 
Christ. Nineteen centuries ago, the price of 
admission to the church all too often was 
torture and suffering and death, and this grim 
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knowledge weeded out the weak and dis- 
couraged the hesitant. But no sacrifice is re- 
quired of church members today. In thou- 
sands of Protestant churches, all you have to 
do to become a member is to fill out a card. 
Membership is free, and it is human nature to 
regard anything free as of little value. Cer- 
tainly we should urge people to come to our 
services and listen to the gospel. But then, if 
they want to become members of the church, 
we should say to them, ‘Where do you stand? 
What do you believe? Are you truly ready to 
surrender your life to God, to give your time, 
your money, yourself?’ The examination 
should be solemn and searching, and if they 
cannot pass it we should require them to 
think and pray and study and struggle until 
they can pass it.” 

Dr. Peale attacks the Social Gospel: “.... 
The attention of the church swung away from 
the individual to focus on an abstraction 
known as social welfare. This, too, was a mis- 
take. The truth is, you can’t save souls by re- 
forming society. You have to reform society 
by saving souls.” Referring to a Gallup. poll 
taken last spring which showed church at- 
tendance on the wane, Peale says: ‘To me it 
indicates that when people flocked to the 
churches in the great postwar return to reli- 
gion they did not find what they were seeking. 
They were looking for personal salvation, the 
knowledge and love and presence of God in 
their lives. Instead, they found preachers of- 
fering intellectualized sermons on social prob- 
lems. They found pastors who condemned cor- 
ruption in politics or government, but ignored 
corruption in the lives of their listeners.” 

Dr. Peale attacks doctrinal decay in semi- 
naries and the High Church Movement (al- 
though he does not use the latter term): “It 
is in the seminaries, too, that we have de- 
parted from some fundamental doctrines of 
Protestantism—and have grown weaker in the 
process. At the moment, it is fashionable to 
downgrade the sermon in favor of sacerdotal 
ritual.” 

And finally, Dr. Peale flings out a sting- 
ing rebuke of current Modernism, Neo-Ortho- 
doxy (again while not using these terms): 
“Another current tendency is to doubt the 
Bible as revelation of the authentic word of 
God, to use it as liturgical prop rather than 
as the ringing affirmation: ‘Thus saith the 
Lord!’” 

While the return of a single robin does 
not usher in springtime in nature, nor a single | 
testimony like that of Dr. Peale springtime in 
the Church, it is most refreshing to read such 
a ringing challenge by him in this day of reli- 
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gious indifference. Reprints of his article are 
available from the Reprint Editor Of The 
Reader’s Digest, Pleasantville, N.Y.; prices 
are given on p. 252 of the September issue. 
While we may not be able to endorse every 
last word of the New York pastor’s article, 
we recommend a careful reading of it. It will 
prove faith-strengthening. 


© The Menace of Our Time 


In his Masters of Deceit (published 1958, 
Eighth Printing 1961, p. vi), J. Edgar Hoover 
has said: “Communism is the major menace 
of our time. Today it threatens the very exist- 
ence of our Western civilization.” 

Communism is not something that men 
can try, to see if it works or not. The experl- 
ence of every nation that has been subjected 
to a “trial” of Communism has been that 
Communism has proved to be its last experl- 
ment. A similar thing is true of subversivism 
in the Church. Subversivism in State and 
Church are the two great evils of our day. 
They are not to be trifled with. 


© A Prediction to Ponder 


“Perhaps, before long, the world will be 
amazed to have become so quickly unionistic 
and as a result atheistic.” 

These words keep ringing in our mind and 
heart ever since we first read them quite some 
years ago in citation by the inimitable Dr. C. 
F. W. Walther, who in 1868 quoted them from 
the pious Lutheran theologian J. Conrad 
Dannhauer (d.1666). The latter, warning 
against a lack of vigilance (an indolent, dim, 
or at least too little distrustful an eye) in 
view of the foe, had called attention to the 
fact that it was just such a lack of vigilance 
that had once borne the Antichrist and, while 
men slept, let him sow his tares. He then ob- 
served that the same kind of indolence was 
leaving unnoticed the wiles of the syncretistic 
(unionistic) spirit which had already then 
“raised its head and indeed was all but domi- 
nant.”’ Walther’s citation of Dannhauer, with 
indication of its pertinent reference, appeared 
in the Foreword of Lehre und Wehre, XIV 
(1868), which was introductory to his master- 
ful essay on “The False Props of the Modern 
Theory of Open Questions,” specifically di- 
rected against the Iowa Synod as its chief 
proponent in America at that time. 

Dannhauer and Walther were men of ex- 
ceptional vision. The latter knocked the false 
props of Modernism’s false theory of open 
questions thoroughly from under it. He had 
a lively realization of the fact that this theory 


is “the most dangerous wnionistic principle of 
our time.” (And he did accuse the Iowa Synod 
of harboring this principle, any and all pro- 
testations to the contrary by whosoever it 
may be notwithstanding; in other words, he 
openly leveled the charge of unionism against 
Iowa, using that exact word. This term was 
not reserved by him for such false fellowships 
as that of the Prussian union between Luther- 
ans and Reformed.) Walther, moreover, clear- 
ly foresaw that this most dangerous principle, 
which reduces Christian doctrine to so many 
open questions, demanding free and endless 
“discussion” of them, “necessarily leads to 
skepticism and finally to naturalism” (p. 319), 
and, as also Dannhauer already realized, ul- 
timately to atheism. 


Men who lack the vision of Walther and 
Dannhauer are again picking up the false 
props of Modernism’s theory of open ques- 
tions today, and see what is happening! 

It is no mere accident that so many lead- 
ing spirits within the National-Council- and- 
World-Council-of-Churches-sponsored ‘“Ecu- 
menical Movement,” which represents the 
worst kind of unionism (“We have found that 
what unites us”—service—‘“is more important 
than what has divided us’—doctrine) keep 
turning up as members of organizations and 
movements which undeniably serve the Com- 
munist cause. It is but a few steps that lead 
from one to the other. The usual course con- 
sists in a concern for doctrine being sup- 
planted by social concern, — “human rela- 
tions” and the like. The social “gospel,” if it 
is not already that, breeds socialism; and So- 
cialism never feels too uncomfortable when 
confronted by the ideals of Communism, 
which has sired it. Whatever religion may still 
be left it can without much difficulty be 
made to yield to the coup de grace which 
Communism will inevitably supply. As a pub- 
lished account of an actual case in point the 
example of “Bad” Bishop Brown of a genera- 
tion ago remains the classic one. (See My 
Heresy: The Autobiography of An Idea by 
Wm. Montgomery Brown, D.D., 1926, The 
John Day Company, New York; also “Lessons 
from the Life of Bad Bishop Brown” in Con- 
fessional Lutheran 1948, Jan., pp. 1-12.) Once 
a bulwark of the Episcopal Church and its 
doctrine as Bishop of Arkansas, Brown be- 
came disturbed by the outbreak of World 
War I and social and economic questions in- 
cident to it. As the ultimate that “science” 
had to offer on the problems that vexed him 
he read first Charles Darwin and then Karl 
Marx. The former became his Old Testament 
and the latter his New, he himself says (My 
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Heresy, p. 67). When he published his newly 
acquired views in 1920, under the title Com- 
munism and Christianism, there was printed 
on the title page of this book the slogan ‘“‘Ban- 
ish the Gods from the Skies and Capitalists 
from the Earth and make the world safe for 
Industrial Communism.” Opposite the title 
page there appeared a picture of the author 
in episcopal garb adorned with the bishop’s 
cross and beneath this the self-styled inscrip- 
tion (in Latin) “Bishop in behalf of Bolshe- 
viks and Infidels.” “Did you ever hear him?” 
the present writer once was asked by the 
manager of a radical bookstore in Chicago; 
“T once presided as chairman at a meeting in 
which the bad bishop spoke.” He went on to 
say, with a gleeful, fiendish chuckle: ‘He 
wore a big cross and talked like the devil!” 

The word “world” (Erdkreis) in Wal- 
ther’s citation from Dannhauer could, by the 
way be rendered otkoumene—‘Perhaps the 
oikoumene will be amazed to have become so 
quickly unionistic and as a result atheistic.” 

If Walther were living today, he would be 
directing himself in one and the same breath 
against ecclesiastical “Ecumenism” and secu- 
lar Socialism and Communism. 

God grant us men of such vision! 


@® God’s Faithful Remnant 


They are slaves who dare not be 
In the right with two or three 
Selected.—(Heading Supplied. ) 


® Our Sincere Thanks 


We wish to thank numerous friends for 
larger contributions, especially also an anony- 
mous contributor for a gift of $500.00, to- 
wards our ‘cause. The CLPB 


© What Our Readers Say 


“As a lay member of the Committee on 
Doctrinal Matters and Church Relations at the 
late Cleveland Convention, I read a few issues 
of the Confessional Lutheran with keen and 
sympathetic interest—though I must add in 
candor that I found myself in disagreement 
with the journal on several matters. I should 
like, however, to give your point of view a 
further hearing. Is it possible for me to be- 
come a subscriber as of January, 1962—that 
is, beginning retroactively with the first issue 
of the current year?— 

‘Don’t you think that the way the Cleve- 
land Convention went, it has given the liberals 
the ‘go ahead’ sign? Publications since the 
convention such as the Lutheran Witness, the 
Lutheran Layman, and This Day are not more 
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conservative, but seem bolder in proclaiming 
liberal views. We do not feel that we can sup- 
port such liberalism. . . .’—Mr. and Mrs. Z., 
California. 

“To be informed as to what is going on in 
our midst today one must have a paper like 
the Confessional Lutheran. I wish you con- 
tinued readership and success. Continue to 
hew to the line of the Word of God, as you 
see it, no matter where the chips may fall. 
After all, Christians will follow the guidance 
of the Word of God.”—Missouri Synod pastor, 
Wisconsin. 

“Please forgive me for not supporting you 
sooner. The liberals in control of our publi- 
cations have kept us from the facts, but I 
finally saw your publication at the home of 
a fellow-layman here. I have subscribed to 
News and Views for some time and supported 
Carl McIntire but was asleep about our own 
Missouri Synod until recently. My wife’s fa- 
ther was a friend of Dr. Machen, founder of 
Westminster Seminary. I hope we will be 
spared the tribulation those Christians suf- 
fered at the hands of the modernists. We in- 
tend to “contend earnestly for the faith once 
delivered to the saints.” We pray it is not 
too late, and again forgive me for not joining 
you sooner. Please use the enclosed check for 
two subscriptions to be sent to my home ad- 
dress. The remainder is a donation for your 
work.—A layman, California. 

“! read your publication at my brother-in- 
law’s (in a certain city) and also at the home 
of a friend of ours (in another locality). 
I was surprised to hear what is going on in 
our colleges and it was the first I knew of it; 
our pastor never has mentioned any of it.”— 
Layman, Minnesota. 

“. . A very small group of us in Cali- 
fornia are aware of what is happening but find 
it so difficult to get information; therefore 
we find the Confessional Lutheran invaluable 
in our efforts to be heard. God bless you in 
the work you are doing.”—Mrs. X, San Fran- 
cisco area. (Evidence of liberal activity with- 
in the locality enclosed.) 

“Keep up the good work!” — 
Michigan. 

“Herewith subscription for the coming 
year.”’—-Australia. 

“fam happy to ask you to add to your 
mailing list the names of a number of pastors 
of the ............. District Pastoral Conference of 
the Evangelical Lutheran Church of Aus- 
tralia. Please find enclosed the sum of 20 dol- 
lars for yearly subscription to the following.” 
(Names of twenty pastors, with their addres- 
ses, follow.)—Pastor, Australia. 


Miss W., 


Concordia Semina 
Library id ae 
Springfield, 12. 
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“Villainy was sooner called clever 
than simplicity good... . 

“The cause of these evils was love of 
power due to ambition and greed. . . 

“The leaders of both sides used 
specious phrases championing a moderate 
aristocracy or political equality for the 


© Something for Our Time 


Do not the following extracts from 
Thucycides’ account of the Peloponesian 
War and the downfall of Athens seem 
relevant for our own time? 


“Words changed their ordinary mean- 
ings and were construed in new senses. 


Reckless daring passed for courage, far 
sighted hesitation was the excuse of a 
coward, moderation was the pretext of 
the unmanly, the ability to see all sides 
of a question was the complete inability 
to act.... 

“The seal of mutual good faith was 
complicity in crime and not the divine 
law... . 


masses. They professed to study public 
interests but made them their prize... . 

“Religion meant nothing, but the use 
of fair phrases to achieve a criminal end 
was respected... . 

“Simplicity was ridiculed and dis- 
appeared. . 

“There was no promise binding, no 
oath that inspired awe. . . 
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“Their enemies despised them, and 
thought it needless to effect by violence 
what they could achieve by their brains, 
and so they were taken off their guard 
and destroyed.” 


We are indebted for the above to a letter 
by B. J. Hargreaves of London in the Chris- 
tian Science Monitor. We believe it offers 
some rich food for thought not only as 
regards the threat of antitheistic Communism 
to the world and our own country, but also 
as to what is taking place in churches today, 
and its consequent meaning for us on whom 
a ca of the world” are come. (I Cor. 

yey 
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O Lord, save us from an untoward gen- 
eration amid which we live and move and 
have our being in Thee! 


© Missourian Liberalism 
Shows Its Face 


Obviously encouraged by the expertly 
managed Cleveland Convention, liberalism 
within the Missouri Synod is beginning to 
show its face. It has paid its Honorary Presi- 
dent a most dubious compliment for his part 
in the development of the present situation 
within the synod; and it has said that dele- 
gates at the recent convention “would have 
rejected” the Apostles’ Creed (sic) if it had 
been brought up by those whom it defames 
as “extremists” who “substitute the methods 
of the John Birch Society” for evangelical 
discipline. 

Such are the unlovely statements that 
have appeared in the Comment on the Signi- 
ficant News by the Editors which is featured 
on the first pages of the Cresset, published 
by the Valparaiso University Press, Septem- 
ber issue. (O. P. Kretzmann is Editor; John 
Strietelmeyer, Managing Editor; Victor P. 
Hoffmann and Robert Bertram, Associate 
Managing Editors.) In this issue of the 
Cresset there has, moreover, been published 
the outright statement of one of Valpo’s pro- 
fessors in its Department of Religion that the 
infallibility of the Scriptures which Missouri 
confesses in the Brief Statement of its Doc- 
trinal Position is “non-Scriptural.” 

Under the heading “Crisis Convention” 
and “Good and Faithful Servant,” the Cresset 
Editors have reviewed what they regard as 
the most significant happenings at Cleveland 
and have come up with what follows. 


Dr. Behnken’s Part 


Looking back upon the last twenty-seven 
years (the period of the incumbancy of 
Missouri’s presidential office by Dr. Behnken), 
the Cresset Editors express the hope that our 
grandchildren may remember that “the shape 
of this era in the life of the church was, 
under God, very largely the product of the 
faith and labors of John W. Behnken.” They 
pay the now retired Honorary President of 
the Missouri Synod the following dubious 
compliment: 


At a time when “thoughtful” people in 
Synod were struggling with theological 
“questions” which no honest man could 
simply ignore, Dr. Behnken stood between 
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them and those who would have read 
them out of the Church for daring to ques- 
tion “the received tradition,’ even though 
he himself was an earnest and persuasive 
champion of that “tradition.” (Emphasis 
by us.) 


Would Cleveland Convention Delegates 
Have Rejected the Apostles’ Creed? 


Concerning the Cleveland Convention 
(which we regard as the most skillfully 
managed convention in the long history of 
the Missouri Synod — the Milwaukee Con- 
vention in 1950 would run it a close second), 
the Cresset editorializes: 

The Synod repudiated the efforts of a 
small and misguided element in its mem- 
bership to substitute the methods of the 
John Birch society (sic) for “evangelical” 
discipline. So appalled were the delegates 
by the methods of this element that real 
and troublesome theological differences 
were, for the moment, set aside. As one 
delegate put it, “These guys (the extrem- 
ists) could h ave brought in the Apostles’ 
Creed and we would have rejected it.” ... 
the substance of the controversy remains 
to be resolved. . . . (Our emphasis.) 
Shall we repeat the last statement which 

we have emphasized above? “These guys 
(the extremists) could have brought in the 
Apostles’ Creed and we would have rejected 
it.’ We wonder how delegates to the Cleve- 
land Convention will like this characteriza- 
tion of themselves in the Cresset! And then 
don’t overlook that final statement: “the sub- 
stance of the controversy remains to be re- 
solved.” With this statement we are in whole- 
hearted agreement. 


The Scharlemann Case 


As concerns the Scharlemann Case in 
particular, in the Controversy concerning the 
Word of God within the Missouri Synod, the 
Cresset has editorialized as follows: 


As for the “Scharlemann affair,’ we 
understand that a number of theological 
papers which contain no false doctrine 
(sic) have been withdrawn but not re- 
tracted, and that their author has been 
forgiven. What it all means we do not 
know. (Our emphasis. Who will en- 
lighten the Cresset Editors? ) 


Good-Bye to Scriptural Infallibility! 


In a “Letter to the Editor” of the Cresset 
by Robert C. Schultz, Associate Professor of 
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Religion at Valpo and himself one of the 
regular Contributors on the Cresset staff, one 
reads, among a considerable number of 
similar things, the bald and bold public 
statement: 


“Scripture nowhere claims for itself 
the infallibility in matters of geology, 
history, and other secular matters which 
the BRIEF STATEMENT ascribes to it. 
Such assertions are non-Scriptural.” 


According to a Note by the Editors im- 
mediately following, the Schultz letter seems 
to have been in hand before the Cleveland 
Convention but published only in the Septem- 
ber issue of the Cresset. (The journal is not 
published during July and August.) In this 
accompanying statement the Editors have 
announced that with publication of the Letter 
its columns will be closed to any and all who 
might want to reply to it. In other words, 
the Cresset is insisting on having the last 
word in this matter so far as publication of 
views in its pages regarding it are concerned. 


The position announced by the Cresset. 
in its Schultz letter is the position which Pro- 
fessor Scharlemann has been proclaiming out 
of St. Louis concerning the (in)fallibility of 
the Bible since four years ago, and which he 
keeps assuring us has not changed. The St. 
Louis professor has declared himself sorry 
because the manner in which he has presented 
his views concerning Scripture “contributed” 
to an unrest in Synod, the real cause of 
which he, however, obviously ascribes to 
other factors. (Which prepetrator of some 
evil deed would not confess sorrow because 
of his clumsy execution of it, which got him 
into trouble!) This disturbance has been 
caused by his own false doctrine concerning 
Holy Scripture which has long since been so 
manifest that it could be borne no longer. 
Using the language of our Confessions, we 
must say that our officials knew of this situa- 
tion; and if they had acted betimes, without 
long and dangerous digressions, there would 
not now be such need to complain of the 
troubles of our church. (Book of Concord, 
Triglott Edition, pp. 25. 65-67.) Yet, even 
the Cleveland Convention was persuaded to 
resort to still another digression. For the 
convention did no more than request a new 
Commission on Theology and Church Rela- 
tions to “address itself” to issues raised by 
Dr. Scharlemann in his essays, while assuring 
the St. Louis professors of its forgiveness 
“for what he has done.” 
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Scuttling Missouri’s Doctrinal Position 


To what has been said, something else 
must be added. 


It should be well known by now that the 
Missouri Synod, at its Cleveland Convention 
in 1959, adopted a resolution whereby it 
declared statements such as its Brief State- 
ment of its Doctrinal Position to be of bind- 
ing force, holding its professors, pastors, and 
teachers to act in harmony with them. (Com- 
mittee 3, Resolution 9.) It should also be 
known that at Cleveland this resolution was 
declared “unconstitutional.” (Proceedings, 
p. 122f.) In other words, while official state- 
ments like the Brief Statement are said to 
represent Missouri’s doctrinal position, no 
one is any longer to be held to them! The 
convention further resolved that a newly 
created Commission on Theology and Church 
Relations is to “take under advisement” the 
matter of a request to review the Brief State- 
ment from the exegetical, symbolical, dog- 
matic, historical, and practical points of view, 
with special attention also to its adequacy 
and relevancy for our day. (Pp. 181. 104.) 
Prof. Scharlemann has since reported (July 
20) that the faculty of Concordia Seminary 
in St. Louis has already during the past trien- 
num made a study of the Brief Statement and 
that the full results of its “inquiries”! will 
become available one of these days. Beware! 


However little or much any one may like 
to face this plain fact, and what must have 
been expected as an inevitable result of it, 
the Cleveland Convention was talked into 
opening the door to further liberalization of 
Missouri. It should have been known that 
liberalism, which has been known to be stalk- 
ing around among us and which is always 
quick to make the most of such situations, 
would lose little time in entering that door, 
making its presence felt, and insisting on 
recognition of its demands. 


The Cresset’s “Eeumenical”’ Church 


The Cresset Editors regard it as “most 
important of all” that the Cleveland Con- 
vention found unconstitutional the 1959 San 
Francisco Resolution which would, in effect, 
have added ‘“‘a recent and peculiarly denomi- 
national document” to the confessional basis 
of Synod. Is the Brief Statement not only 
too Missourian (‘‘denominational’”) but also 
too relevant to our time (‘“recent” for the 
Cresset Editors? 


In this connection the Valpo publication 
reports that the Cleveland Convention en- 


dorsed a proposal “to seek closer associa- 
tions” with Lutheran churches throughout 
the world which “appear to” share Synod’s 
doctrinal position. (After reading the 
Cresset and similar publications one is forced 
to wonder how much of Missouri’s doctrinal 
position is to be left to it!) The delegates 
to the convention refused to hamstring 
representatives of the Synod in doctrinal dis- 
cussions with “fellow” Lutherans, the Cresset 
says, and with representatives of the Presby- 
terian Church. Notice that the Cresset begs 
the question of “fellow-” ship with ALC and 
ULC Lutherans and says nothing about joint 
membership in an eccelsiastical organization 
doing church work jointly, which is the real 
issue in Missourian-NLC relations. Nor does 
the Cresset intimate that discussions with 
Presbyterians are to take prayer-fellowship 
for granted. 

In summary, the Cresset has oracled in 
this whole matter: 


The Synod reaffirmed its intention to 
participate actively and confessionally in 
the life and work of the ecumenical 
church and decisively rejected every 
attempt to transform it into a sect. (Our 
emphasis. ) 


Apparently, to stand up against the 
supreme religious Unionism which dubs it- 
self the Ecumenical Movement in our day 
is to be regarded as “sectarian.” (We don’t 
recall, by the way, that our synod had 
previously affirmed such an intention as the 
Cresset attributes to it. As we remember it, 
Cleveland was the “Turning Point.” Compare 
the Lutheran Witness, Aug. 21.) 


Official Malfunction 


The worst thing in this whole situation is 
the fact that while such things as the above 
have been going on, officials have been using 
every means at their command toward pro- 
tecting doctrinal errorists, condoning their 
errors. More than this, they are at the same 
time severely troubling (even casting out of 
our synod) such as are standing up for 
the truth as it is confessed by our synod and 
faithfully warning against error and its tolera- 
tion in our synod, as they necessarily must 
if they would be fully faithful to the truth. 
(Thank God for officials who have not yielded 
to such a course!) 


Missouri’s Only Hope 


Missouri is being most sorely chastened 
by the Lord of the Church. And who will say 
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that we have not well deserved this? If 
there is to be repentance, let it be genuine, 
real, and earnest, as the occasion demands; 
and not merely an empty protestation of re- 
pentance, a mere gesture — or worse: “re- 
pentance” in the wrong direction! Our glory- 
ing in outward achievement (and how much 
of this there is!) is not good while doc- 
trinal error continues to permeate our synodi- 
cal body, to ferment the whole of it. Pity 
Missouri if pastors and congregations will 
not now, irrespective of persons, official or 
unofficial, unhestitatingly rise wp in a deter- 
mined defense of their God-given doctrinal 
heritage which the winds of liberalism, 
blowing out of St. Louis and Valparaiso and 
elsewhere, are displacing with their own 
modernistic theological debris! 

LET’S MAKE IT OUR SLOGAN (AND 
OUR ACTUAL TASK) TO EACH ONE 
REACH ONE — HUNDRED! 


@ What is This “Heilsgeschichte” — 


With the Sequence of the Events of 
Which We Are Said to be 
“Made Contemporancous’’? 


One of the public documents in the Con- 
troversy concerning the Word of God within 
the Missouri Synod is the essay ‘“God’s Acts 
as Revelation” by Prof. Martin H. Scharle- 
mann of St. Louis in the Concordia Theo- 
logical Monthly, April 1961, pp. 209ff. Here 
it is said that 

the holy men who wrote the Scriptures 

were raised up within Israel and within 

the church “to bear their particular testi- 

mony” to God’s ways [His acts, p. 210], 

and that this makes them “a means of” 

revelation, for they are the instruments 
by which “we ourselves are made contem- 
poraneous with that sequence of events 
which is often referred to as HEILSGE- 
SCHICHTE.” (P. 216. Our emphasis. ) 


Isn’t it significant that in this Scharle- 
mann essay in the CTM which, obviously 
written in Barthian style, unduly emphasizes 
God’s acts as revelation, the German word 
Heilsgeschichte is used? And what is the 
significance of the cryptic reference in this 
article to a’ sequence of events, with which 
we are said to be made contemporaneous, 


“which is often referred to” as Heilsge- 
schichte? 
Remember that these are not offhand 


words carelessly tossed about. On the con- 
trary, they represent the climax of a “more 


carefully worded” essay, “superseding” other 
essays on the same subject, which has the 
definite purpose of setting forth the author’s 
fatefully controversial view of the Scriptures 
as a “record,” “witness,” and “medium” of 
revelation. (See the Lutheran Witness, April 
4, 1961, p. 21.) In a formal statement at the 
Cleveland Convention of the Missouri Synod 
(Today’s Business, p. 519) we have been re- 
assured by the St. Louis professor that what 
he has on that occasion had to say about 
“the Word of God” and its being “truthful,” 
“infallible,’ and completely without ‘error’ 
is to be understood as his commitment to 
that doctrine of the sacred Scriptures and 
their “verbal inspiration” to which he has 
been committed in the past. Let whosoever 
may, because of our continued addressing of 
ourselves to unchanging issues in the Con- 
troversy concerning the Word of God within 
our church, pour out over us the vials of 
their wrath and call such an outpouring of 
ill-will “love.” In loyalty to God and His 
revealed Word we can do no other, whatever 
contrary line may be circulated through the 
length and breadth of our land (and beyond), 
officially or unofficially, with regard to our 
sincere and timely testimony. 


That “greater or lesser Barthians teach 
at almost every Protestant seminary in 
America, including our own” has been freely 
and widely publicized. (Walther League 
Messenger, May 1959; our emphasis. Cp. 
Book of Documentation 1961, State of the 
Church Conference, p. 107. No official re- 
pudiation of the Walther League Messenger’s ° 
testimony has come to our attention.) 


Karl Barth, the chief originator of 
Modernism in its current form of ‘Neo- 
Orthodoxy,” makes a very definite distinc- 
tion between Historie (history in the com- 
monly accepted sense of that word) and 
Geschichte, which is said to be not history 
in the commonly accepted sense of that word. 
During his recent appearance in Chicago he, 
in fact, deplored that there are not two terms 
in the English language corresponding to 
‘Historie’ and “Geschichte” respectively, 
thus forcing one to go to the German for 
his “Geschichte” (and ‘“Heilsgeschichte’ ) 
as distinguished from history in the ordinary 
sense of the word. This distinction is not 
original with Barth. It goes back at least 
to Martin Kaehler, toward the end of the 
last century. But Barth and Barthians have 
more or less popularized it and employ it 
most effectively toward veiling their actual 
views especially so far as the ordinary reader 
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(or listener) is concerned. To Barth, Jesus 
belongs to history in the ordinary sense of 
the word; He is historisch, historical. But 
Christ is just as invariably said by Barth to 
be geschichtlich. And so “the sequence of 
events” with which we are in Barthianism 
said to be “made contemporaneous” is indeed 
“often referred to as Heilsgeschichte.” 


Just what is this “Heilsgeschichte”? 


Although expressly called on to do so, 
Barth has never to the satisfaction of some 
made wholly clear just wherein his Ge- 
schichte (geschichtlich) is supposed to differ 
from Historie (historisch). But he has made 
it sufficiently clear, and so have others who 
are committed to the Barthian way, that 
Geschichte and geschichtlich is what in Barth- 
ianism is supposed to take place in its 
enthusiastic (schwaermerisch) personal, 
existentialistic “encounter” with God. Only 
God can speak God’s Word, it is said; and so 
God must break in on our existence if we 
are to hear anything from Him. This can 
happen, it is said, during Christian preach- 
ing, or when we hear or read the Prophetic 
and Apostolic Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testament, which are said to be a “record,” 
“witness,” and “medium” of revelation (and 
treated precisely as such in the essay under 
discussion, CTM, April 1951, pp. 215ff, as a 
careful reading of it will plainly show). 
This concept of revelation or of the “Word 
of God” is the heart of modern Liberalism 
in its current form, commonly known as 

. “Neo-Orthodoxy.” It stems from Existential- 
ism, a philosophic fad of our day (known 
best by bearded beatniks) which dominates 
Barthianism and Modernism in general and 
which constitutes a subject in itself. Barth’s 
fanatic (schwaermerisch) ‘‘Geschichte,” “Ur- 
geschichte” (Revelation History), “Heilsge- 
schichte” is said to move in a miraculous 
historical moment (a moment within history 
in the ordinary sense of the word) in which 
there is hidden “the eternal ‘Moment’ of 
revelation” (a concept which Barth derived 
from the Mad Dane Kierkegaard), a 
“Moment” in which there is no _ historical 
continuity, no progression of time. And so, 
if and when God in such a miraculous 
moment “breaks in” on our existence to 
“speak” or to reveal Himself to us (in His 
totality!) — which is one and the same thing, 
and which can happen during Christian 
preaching or the reading of Scripture — we 
ourselves, it is said, are made contempor- 
aneous with THAT SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 
“which is often referred to as HEILSGE- 
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SCHICHTE” we have heard “GOD’S 
WORD.” We are then, moreover, it is said, 
the Church. And so ‘We can be so bold as 
to say all of this [that “we ourselves are 
made contemporaneous with that sequence 
of events which is often referred to as Heils- 
geschichte” etc.] because the creation of the 
church is God’s last act [among the congre- 
gate of God’s Acts as Revelation” | before the 
Lord returns. ... To us, as to Moses and to 
the Children of Israel, He has made known 
His ways,” His acts. (Cp. Karl Barth, The 
Epistle to the Romans, Translated from the 
Sixth Edition by Edwyn Hoskyns, Oxford 
University Press, p. 342f; that most sym- 
pathetic and clear treatment of Barthianism, 
The Significance of Karl Barth, by John 
McConnachie, published by Richard R. Smith, 
Inc., N.Y., pp. 73-180; and the Concordia 
Theological Monthly, April 1961, p. 216. The 
emphases in the last quotation are by us.) 


According to this modern enthusiasm 
(Schwaermerei), it does not matter in the 
least if it is contended only that there is a 
“KIND OF imperfections and human falli- 
bility that is not found in the Scriptures” 
(Lutheran Witness, Dec. 26, 1961, p. 19, 
bottom of middle column and top of right 
column; our emphasis) — just so we are 
“made contemporaneous with that sequence 
of events which is often referred to as 
“Heilsgeschichte.” In fact, it is contended 
that there is a kind of fallibility which is 
found in the Scriptures. For it is expressly 
alleged that the Biblical authors “wrote 
from where they were, as people of their 
day” and that as a result “there are in the 
Scriptures what one might call a number of 
discrepancies [factual fallacies]”” whenever 
one attempts to use “such parts” of the Scrip- 
tures for a purpose (allegedly) not intended 
by God — which purpose is alleged to be 
restricted to “Heilsgeschichte.” “Such parts” 
of the Scriptures (history, archaeology, 
science) and in fact all parts of Scripture 
are, despite alleged discrepancies or factual 
fallacies in some “such parts,” said never- 
theless to be “true” — in MODERNISM’S 
peculiar sense of that word, in which sense 
identification of it with “factual” is said to 
be heresy! — that is: Scripture is said to be 
“true” only in the limited sense of being 
“part of God’s saving intent toward us.” 
(Same reference as above. See also this 
emphatic differentiation between “truth” and 
“fact” by Prof. Scharlemann in a formal 
statement appended to a Letter by Dr. A. 0. 
Fuerbringer, President of Concordia Semina- 
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ry, St. Louis, to Missouri’s clergy 2-11-60 in 
this Controversy concerning the Word of 
God within the Missouri Synod!) 

To request a new Commission on Theology 
and Church Relations “to address itself” to 
such issues, “raised by Dr. Scharlemann in 
his essays,” constitutes another delaying 
action in this already four-year-old CON- 
TROVERSY CONCERNING THE WORD OF 
GOD within the Missouri Synod. It leaves 
within the Missouri Synod a most pernicious 
leaven which, if the Scriptures be true in 
OUR sense of the word (its historic Chris- 
tian sense —- factual —- as distinguished 
from the altogether different, modernistic 
sense in which it is undeniably and unvary- 
ingly employed by Prof. Scharlemann) as 
they themselves claim to be and most assured- 
ly are, WILL LEAVEN THE WHOLE LUMP 
OF THE MISSOURI SYNOD, as it has already 
demonstrably leavened a good part of that 
lump. THIS LEAVEN MUST BE PROMPTLY 
PURGED FROM OUR SYNODICAL BODY! 


With genuine historical Lutheranism, 
which wholeheartedly embraces the Prophetic 
and Apostolic Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testament as the pure, clear fountain of 
Israel, and the only true standard by which 
all teachers and doctrines are to be judged 
(Formula of Concord, Triglot Edition, p. 851; 
our emphasis), we for our part distinctly 
repudiate as fundamentally subversive this 
modern view of the Scriptures which would 
restrict them to a mere “KIND OF” perfec- 
tion and infallibility and which would within 
such a perverted framework enthusiastically 
(schwaermerischly) reduce them to a record, 
witness, and medium of revelation because 
their “authors” are “instruments by which 
we ourselves are made contemporaneous 
with that sequence of events which is often 
referred to as HEILSGESCHICHTE.” 


We have, as documentary testimony pub- 

_ lished in the Confessional Lutheran will bear 
‘wput, since Aug. 31, 1960 (two years ago!) 
~béerimploring the office of the Presidency 
‘bf thé Missouri Synod in vain for_a meetin 

with the Presidium in which discussion of 

doctrinal issues in the Controversy concern- 

ing the Word of God set forth in this article 

would be basic. Also an overture to the 

Cleveland Convention asking for this was so 

handled that, contrary to Procedure pre- 

scribed by the Synodical Handbook (1.25) 

it was not “submitted to Synod through one 

of its committees”; delegates did not get to 

see it, nor so much as hear what it asked 

for if they learned of its existence at all! 
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Cp. the article “See What Happened to an 
Overture of Members of the CLPB!” in the 
Aug.-Sept. CL. 

We call on fellow Missourians and indeed 
on all genuine Lutherans everywhere to join 
us in our relentless rejection of this ‘“neo- 
orthodox” subversion and Schwaermerei in 
this day of apostasy from the historic, 
orthodox Christian faith. 

O Lord, graciously hear our prayer as 
we humbly beseech Thee to deliver us from 
the consuming plague that has come upon 
our synodical house! 


® Congregation in Crete, IIL, 
Terminates Fellowship With 
Missouri Synod 


Fifteen “Propositions” Cited 


By unanimous resolution, Trinity Ev. Lu- 
theran Church, U.A.C., Crete, IIL, a congre- 
gation of some 600 communicant members ' 
with a parochial school staffed by half a 
dozen teachers, on Sept. 9 formally declared 
termination of fellowship with the Missouri 
Synod, from the membership of which it had 
previously been declared to have excluded 
itself by unwarranted action. This final step 
was taken by the Crete congregation after 
reviewing proceedings of the Missouri Synod 
at its Cleveland Convention. Specifically, the 
Crete resolution states, in part, that its 
action was taken 

since Synod in convention assembled 
declined to join our congregation in 
specifically rejecting false teaching within 
the fellowship which our congregation 
was compelled by God’s Word to reject, 
and as a consequence a number of false 
teachings have been allowed to exist 
alongside of the true doctrines set forth 
in the orthodox creeds to which that 

Synod has outwardly subscribed; and 

since at the Cleveland convention of 

1962 Synod declined to either reject or 

accept fifteen short statements which set 

forth some of the false teachings which 
have disturbed the unity of Synod, and 
which are just the opposite of what has 
been taught in the Synodical Conference, 
and since also this convention failed to 
reject a single false teaching which it was 
asked to reject; and 

since the Lutheran Church—Missouri 

Synod through its official periodical, the 

Lutheran Witness, has now admitted that 

the 1962 convention ‘‘marked” a distinct 

turning point in its 115- year history. 


108 


Tue CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


Reference of the Crete resolution to 
“fifteen short statements” is to an overture 
requesting the Convention “‘to give clear and 
simple answers to certain questions.” The 
memorial, which bore the signatures of 
several hundred members (pastors, lay, and 
whole congregations) throughout Synod, 
stated: ‘We believe that these questions can 
be answered with a clear and simple yes or 
no, and we ask the convention to give these 
answers, free of such vague language as we 
find in the reports of the April 4, 1961 and 
Dec. 26, 1961 issues of the Lutheran Witness.” 
It petitioned the Cleveland Convention ‘“‘to 
declare, before the close of its session, 
whether its pastors, teachers, and professors 
will be permitted to teach” the “proposi- 
tions” which then followed. The questions 
at issue were left open by the convention how- 
ever, no simple Yes or No being given as 
had been requested. Whether or not this 
term happens to be specifically used, tolera- 

“tion of matters of doctrine as open questions 
is, as the sainted Dr. Walther pointed out in 
Missouri’s more blessed days, the most 
dangerous wnionistic principle of our time, 
which necessarily leads to skepticism and 
finally to naturalism -— possibly even to 
atheism. (Cp. Theses concerning the Modern 
Theory Open of Questions, Lehre u. Wehre, 
XIV, p. 318; The False Props of the Modern 
Theory of Open Questions, pp. 100ff; Fore- 
word, on Open Questions and Unionism, p. 
1ff.) In their memorial, petitioners had 
specifically and correctly stated that “ ‘The 
conservation and promotion of unity of the 
true faith’ is the first object of our Synod 
(Constitution, Art. III, 1).”” They had further 
stated, correctly: “Our unity in the Synod 
has been rent by statements which conflict 
with the clear doctrine of Holy Scripture 
and with what our church has taught for 
many years.” (Trinity Congregation at 
Crete moreover most aptly cites from the 
Confessions of the Lutheran Church which 
the Missouri Synod has in Art. II of its 
Articles of Incorporation not only pledged 
itself to “acknowledge,” but to which it has 
pledged itself also to “remain true”: “For 
the preservation of pure doctrine and for 
thorough, permanent, godly unity in the 
Church it is necessary, not only that the 
pure, wholesome doctrine is rightly pre- 
sented, but also that the opponents who teach 
otherwise be reproved,” Formula of Con- 
cord, Triglot Edtion, p. 855, as taught in 
I Tim. 3; Hf Tim. 3, 16; I Cor. 1, 10; Titus 
1, 9; I Tim. 5, 20 and other texts of Scrip- 


ture.) It was on the basis of such statements 
that the petitioners in Memorial 331 re- 
quested of the Cleveland Convention an un- 
hestitating and clear Yes or No as to whether 
or not certain “propositions” were to be per- 
mitted to be taught within the synod. The 
Fifteen Propositions, to which the conven- 
tion failed to give such an answer, are as 
follows: 

1. The six days of creation described in 
Genesis and Exodus were not such normal 
periods of light and darkness as we call 
ordinary or calendar days. 

2. It is dangerous to insist that the 
Genesis account of creation and the fall is 
literal, factual history, for this is a strategem 
the Evil One sometimes employs to lead us 
away from the real truth. 

3. The Scriptural statement that more 
than 600,000 male Israelites left Egypt in 
the Exodus is an exaggeration, a ‘“beefed-up” 
account, which is not to be accepted as an 
actual, statistical figure. 

4. The Book of Daniel contains historical 
inaccuracies. 

5. The author of the Book of Judges 
selected traditional stories about Israel’s 
heroes and embellished them with exaggera- 
tion, which was common in that day. 

6.It is a mistake to say that the Bible 
is a book unmarred by human limitations 
and different from every other book. 

7. The Scriptures do not speak of them- 
selves as a revelation. 

8. Since the Bible was written by authors 
who wrote “from where they were as people 
of their day,” many facts they teach us are 
unacceptable because of the authors’ limited 
knowledge. 

9. As the Bible uses the word ‘‘truth,” 
it does not mean factual precision. 

10. Moses may have been less than a 
monotheist, that is, may not have known 
and believed that there is only one God 
who is to be worshiped by all men. 

11. The zoological or biological informa- 
tion in Leviticus is not scientifically accurate. 

12. The first five books of the Bible, with 
the possible exception of Deut. 32-34, were 
not written by Moses but by a number of 
authors and editors. 

13. The Book of Isaiah was written by 
two or more authors. 

14. The Bible does not teach that man 
has an immortal soul, which Christ died to 
save, and that, when a Christian dies, his 
soul goes to a blessed life with God. 
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15. The Bible does not teach a physical 
resurrection of our flesh. 

For the whole Memorial see the book 
of Reports and Memorials, pp. 161-163. For 
the whole convention resolution regarding it 
see Proceedings, pp. 104f and 106f. Because 
of its importance and clearness, we hope to 
publish the resolution of the Crete congre- 
gation in its entirety in our next issue. We 
want to add, however, already at this time, 
that the congregation in Crete will continue 
to practice fellowship with congregations 
and pastors within the Missouri Synod who 
are truly in a protesting state as well as 
with pastors and congregations of the Wis- 
consin and Norwegian Synod (ELS) and with 
individuals and synods (overseas brethren) 
with whom these are at present in fellowship 
—- who “continue to testify in public conven- 
tion and in periodicals against such error” 
etc. (Synodical Conference Proceedings, 
1875, pp. 24-26). 

The Cleveland Convention may well go 
down in history as the Cleveland Circumven- 
tion — Missouri’s great circumvention of 
most important doctrinal issues — a circum- 
vention that was eventually to spell its con- 
fessional doom. 

Good Lord, the summer is ended and we 
are not saved (Jer. 8, 20). Do Thou gracious- 
ly look down from Thy exalted throne with 
pitying eye and save Thy people ere the 
winter of spiritual death close in fully 
upon us! 


@ The Source and Course of the 
Apostasy 


“Today multitudes within the bounds of 
the Christian church are surrendering their 
faith in the infallibility of God’s Word. They 
may not express it in just these words, yet 
it is true. This is the reason for the awful 
apostasy sweeping over Christendom now. 
They are not giving up the Bible all at once. 
The strategy of Satan is too keen to permit 
this. The process resembles a painless drug, 
lulling unsuspecting souls into  soporific 
inactivity. All is being done in the name of 
scientific research. Scholarship is said to be 
on the side of unbelief, and men in their 
conceit have fancied themselves too intel- 
lectual to be deceived into the acceptance 
of the entire Bible as being inspired of God. 
The steps in the downward course are, first, 
the putting of Christ before His Word, as 
though the Lord Jesus outshown His Book; 
the surrender of the miraculous, which 
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includes the virgin birth, the physical resur- 
reection of Christ, His glorious miracles, and 
everything that pertains to the supernatural; 
and finally, the exaltation of man above the 
Savior. The “inclusive policy,’ which is 
plaguing evangelical Christianity, was in- 
vented to allow such Bible-deniers to con- 
tinue in full fellowship with those who still 
cling to the old Book as of God.” (Blue 
Print). — Lutheran Sentinel 

Preserve Thy Word, O Savior, to us this 
latter day! (Lutheran Hymnal, No. 264.) 


@ No Time for Laziness! 


It isn’t often that we come upon some- 
thing that either Martin Marty or the Lu- 
theran (LCA) has said for which we can 
commend them. Right now we have a spirit- 
ual bouquet for each of them which we are 
happy to pass along in demonstration of 
thanks for recent statements in connection 
with a new book entitled The Heretic. 


“It is hard to be a heretic today. The 
church has lost the power and often the 
will to persecute the rebel. Much of the 
Christian world does not care. Previous 
heretics have won enough freedom so 
that heirs today can breathe. Most people 
have freed themselves from terrors that 
once served to quiet the heretics.” 


That is what Marty said in a review of 
the above named publication in the New 
York Times. One might add to it that there 
are men who wouldn’t recognize heresy, or 
false doctrine of any kind, so to say if it 
walked into the room and introduced itself. 
The services of such men in official capacity 
are much in demand when churches have 
reached a certain stage in the process of 
entrenched confessional decay. When a 
church has reached such a stage, it is really 
in a bad way. Undelayed repentance is then 
imperative. Not just the kind of empty, 
vague, pietistic protestation of “reprentance” 
in general which viciously recoils and turns 
on one to strike back when the need of re- 
pentance from particular sins is plainly 
pointed out; but genuine repentance such as 
is dictated by the hour and by the moment, 
and by truth, sincerity ,and love, — repent- 
ance which itself spells out the “first” love, 
and the first works! (Apoc. 2, 4-5.) ; 

In an article on the same theme (the 
heretic) by Ralph W. Loew, the Lutheran has 
said, under the heading “Tolerance is Not 
Laziness”’: 
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“We've come to a place in society 
where the heretic isn’t burned at the stake 
or his hooks burned in the town square. 
We ought also to have come to a place 
where we are willing to think through 
the foundation of our lives in each genera- 
tion lest we lose the battle by default.” 
(Emphasis added.) 

We could not have said half as well, 
though it is deep in our own heart, what 
has here been so aptly stated, and what today 
needs so sorely to be said for the everlast- 
ing good of all. The Lord’s blessing cannot 
without the greatest peril to our soul be 
denied those who hate (yes: h-a-t-e!) what 
He hates, and love only what He loves! 
(Apoc. 2, 6. 15.) 


Lord, let us love and hate only with Thee! 


© A Mistaken Principle 


Lenin once said: “The soundest strategy 
in war is to postpone operations until the 
moral distinegration of the enemy renders 
the mortal blow both possible and easy.” This 
was Lenin’s statement of what is now called 

“peaceful co-existence,” the Communist line 
for which churches under the directorate of 
the “Party” are at the moment being so 
effectively used and which is being most 
industrially promoted by leading socialistic 
churchmen, within and without the orbit of 
the Iron Curtain. (See, for instance, the hook 
by Joseph L. Hromadka, member of the 
Central Committee of the World Council of 
Churches, Theology between Today and 
Tomorrow, TheWestminster Press, Philadel- 
phia.) It’s the old strategy of crying “Peace, 
Peace!” when there is no peace. 


There is also, quite aside from bolshevism, 
within the church, such a thing as “wearing 
out the saints of the Most High,” Dan. 7, 25. 


Is such a principle operative within the 
Missouri Synod today? Are matters of false 
doctrine being held in abeyance while 
opposition to it is left to exhaust itself? 


Thank God, there is likewise such a thing 
as “the patience of the saints.” God will 
always give strength to His people and raise 
up witnesses to the truth so that, it becomes 
plain precisely in time of controversy, who 
is on the Lord’s side and who isn’t. (I Cor. 
11, 19.) Only note well: God has given to 
no church body as such the promise that it 
will in any case retain the truth, so that you 
can blindly stake your spiritual fortune on 
it. On the contrary, the ancient theocracy 
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(Church-State) of Israel will ever remain a 
classical example of warning in the opposite 
direction. God looks to you and to me to be 
faithful to Him, come what may. 

Lord, grant that we may ever be true 
witnesses to Thy revealed Word! 


@® Joint Prayer by Those Who May 
Be Seeking Unity 


“The question ‘What is the unity we 
seek?’ arises particularly when we _ pray 
together for unity. We become aware that 
we differ not only in many doctrinal points 
but also that our understanding of unity is 
different.” — Dr. Lukas Vischer, Secretary 
of the World Council of Churches on Faith 
and Order (and so a witness whose testimony, 
as to what the actual situation is, particularly 
when we pray together for unity, will not be 
dismissed as coming from “the extreme 
right”) quoted in a report in the Lutheran, 
Sept. 5, on the World Council of Churches 
Ecumenical Institute at Bossey in Geneva, 
Switzerland, by a participant. 


© Fit to be President —in the WCC 


Featuring the first report of the new Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, Dr. Michael Ramsey, 
the London Daily Mail on Oct. 2, 1961 stated 
that the Anglican churchman had _ said: 
“Heaven is also not a place to which we 
humans go in our present bodily state, nor 
is it a place for Christians only. Those who 
have led a good life on earth but found 
themselves unable to believe in God will 
not be debarred from Heaven. I expect to 
meet some present-day atheists there.” Con- 
cerning the Virgin Birth of Jesus the Arch- 
bishop is reported to have stated at the same 
time that it is not necessary to believe in 
that: “No, it is possible to believe that 
Jesus is divine without believing in the virgin 
birth, though if you do believe Him divine, 
then the virgin birth becomes congruous. 
I believe it is quite in order for a person to 
stand up in church and recite the Creed if he 
has scruples about the virgin birth, provided 
he believes in the pattern of faith as a whole.” 

Two months later, in December 1961, 
Ramsey was elected one of the six presidents 
of the World Council of Churches at its Third 
Assembly in New Delhi, India. 

What do you think of all of this — “as 
a whole’? As for ourselves, we believe that, 
when it comes to church councils, we should 
know them, for one thing by the officials 
whom they elect. 
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@ The Meaning of “Ecumenical” 
In WCC Ecumenism 


In the Report of the Central Committee 
of the World Council of Churches delivered 
at the Third Assembly of the World Council 
of Churches in New Delhi, India, in Nov. 20, 
1961, Franklin Clark Fry officially defined 
the meaning of the “Ecumenical Movement” 
as represented by that mixed multitude. 
Reporting for the WCC’s Central Committee, 
as its chairman, Dr. Fry has said: 


“In its composition it is made up of 
a galaxy of personalities, representative 
of all of the confessions in the Council’s 
membership, Orthodox and Protestant, 
Anglican and Old Catholic, spread over 
all the inhabited earth, ECUMENICAL AS 
MUCH IN DIVERSITY OF THEIR CON- 
VICTIONS AND OF DISPARATE CHRIS- 
TIAN POINTS OF VIEW as in their geo- 
graphical spread in today’s world; coming 
from Asia to the Atlantic community, 
from the East in the customary special 
meaning of the word nowadays[Note!] 
and from the West; from ancient churches 
with a long and valiant past which have 
witnessed to the Lordship of Christ over 
many centuries; from churches in the 
vigor, if one may use the analogy, of 
younger adulthood which are consequent- 
ly likely to be present-minded; and from 
still others which have only recently 
achieved full autonomy, for which the 
most important tense inevitably is the 
future.” (Emphasis added.) 


This ought to answer, authoritatively, if 
it still needed to be answered, the question: 
What is the meaning of “ecumenical” in the 
modern “Ecumenical Movement” represented 
by the World Council of Churches? 


© “Temple of Understanding” 


On the occasion of the Tenth Anniversary 
(1955) of the establishment of the United 
Nations at San Francisco in 1945 an infamous 
Festival of Faith (‘fa service of prayer for 
peace and divine guidance to the United 
Nations”) was arranged in San Francisco’s 
Cow Palace. It was presided over by the 
Rev. O Frederick Nolde, D.D. (United Luther- 
an Church), Director of the Commission of 
the Churches on International Affairs of the 
World Council of Churches. Its order of 
service was an “ecumenical” hodgepodge of 
Christian, Jewish, Moslem, Confucian, Bud- 
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dhist, Bahai, and Hindu elements of wor- 
ship in which leaders of such various reli- 
gions each had an active part and called on 
worshippers to offer prayer to their deities. 

At the Third Assembly of the World 
Council of Churches, in New Delhi, India 
(1961), the theme of which was “Jesus 
Christ, the Light of the World,” Dr. Sittler, 
its chief spokesman aroused attention by 
refusing to say that Christ is the only light 
of the world. 

Since New Delhi (1961), the building of 
a “spiritual United Nations” has been 
announced. Washington, D.C., is to become 
the spiritual capital of the world, and a multi- 
million dollar temple spiritually undergirding 
the United Nations (the headquarters of 
which are in New York) is to be reared there. 
It is to be called the “Temple of Understand- 
ing.” “. . . truth is a diamond of many 
facets .. .” is the temple’s theme, and -so 
the proposed structure is to be built in the 
shape of a diamond. Running out from its 
crown will be six wings of equal dimension 
in which the major religions of the world — 
Islam, Judaism, Hinduism, Confucianism, 
Buddhism, and Christianity — which are 
described as “six rays of hope,” will be 
represented. “Every religion teaches the 
same precepts — the fatherhood of God and 
the brotherhood of man,” the promotional 
literature explains. Top leaders of the World 
Council of Churches (for instance Dr. Henry 
P. Van Dusen, president of Union Theological 
Seminary in New York) are among the 
sponsors of this monument to modern 
syncretism and its idolatry. 

And yet, some Missourians continue to 
agitate to get us into the World Council of 
Churches as though it were an altogether 
harmless, and indeed a good, thing. In fact, 
there are those who are long since already in 
it — as witness Jarsolav Pelikan, who is a 
member of its Faith and Order commission. 
Despite Art. VI 2 of Missouri’s Constitution 
(Conditions of Membership — “Renunication 
of Unionism and syncretism of every descrip- 
tion”) we hear nothing of even so much as 
official displeasure of such a situation, not 
to speak of becoming action. Are dead 
letters, constitutionally, beginning to add up 
to a dead language so far as Missouri’s con- 
fession is concerned? 


@ Love — “Ecumenical” Style 


The Word Council of Churches, as a 
part of its (so-called “ecumenical”) move- 
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ment for “unity and understanding” among 
various churches, since 1952 conducts a 
Graduate School of Ecumenical Studies in 
an old castle, Chateau de Bossey at Celigny 
(Geneva), In Switzerland. What is the 
character of these studies? The answer to 
this question can be gathered from a report 
of L. A. Miltner, who after a semester of 
such study wrote an article for the Lutheran 
(Sept. 5) under the heading “Love Means 
to Listen.” (Sub-title: “At the Ecumenical 
Institute in Bossey, Christians of all Lands 
and Confessions Learn to Understand Each 
Others’ Views.’’) 

As an example of the kind of listening 
that is advocated, there is introduced the 
“problem met in African churches, as to 
what is to be the attitude of the church 
toward a person with more than one wife, 
who wishes to be baptized. An African 
native told of his grandfather, who had 
several wives, all of whom he loved, and who 
wanted to be baptized but had been refused. 
How was he to choose one from among them, 
and say to the others, Go away, for the 
church forbids me to love you any longer?” 
[sic] “The problem took on new perspec- 
tive,” the article concludes this illustration, 
“as our eyes were opened to see that we 
must ask what love requires rather than 
what the law demands.” By such a ration- 
alization a man could claim the whole of 
African womanhood in conjugal love and 
demand Christian baptism — a human 
standard (law) falsely being substituted, in 
the name of fraternal Christian love; for 
the revealed will of the Lord which a Chris- 
tian, who is under the direction of God’s 
free Spirit and not under Law (Ps. 51, 12; 
Gal. 5, 18), makes the sole rule of his life. 
Such is modern liberal ethics 

But the climax of the article under dis- 
cussion is reached in the statement that at 
Bossey ecumenists “listen to theologians and 
statesmen, literary critics and _ biblical 
scholars, dedicated Christians and convinced 
Marxists (sic).” 

Recall again the title of this report: 
“Love Means to Listen.” That’s the tech- 
nique by which Eve was felled in the 
Garden! Here we see that it is operative, 
and what an important place it has, within 
the WCC. 


@ WCC Indicted by Former President 


Citing the report on world affairs pre- 
sented at the recent meeting of the World 
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Council of Churches policy-making Central 
Committee in Paris, Otto Dibelius, a former 
president of the WCC, chided the Council in 
an interview with Religious News Service. 
His rebuke has been characterized as ‘“‘the 
most severe indictment thus far from a 
churchman within the WCC orbit.” (Chris- 
tianity Today, Sept. 14.) Some observers 
saw the rebuke as an indication that the 
WCC is experiencing internal strife over its 
posture toward the Communist bloc. 

Dibelius said that events since the WCC 
assembly in New Delhi tend to show that 
by receiving the Russian church into its 
membership the council may be commiting 
itself to compromising its witness in world 
affairs. A nefarious but successful technique 
of dictators is to silence critics in the free 
world by threats to hostages, and the Russian 
churches are hostages, he declared. “If a 
Christian stand is taken in this ecumenical 
body on issues of evident international 
justice,” he said, “the Russian churchmen 
will be called on the carpet when they return 
home and asked why they did not counter 
this anti-ccommunism. So to avoid embaras- 
sing and endangering their Russian dele- 
gates, the World Council seems to be head- 
ing in the direction of silencing its Christian 
witness where conscience should take a 
stand.” “Many German churchmen are dis- 
turbed over the silence concerning Soviet 
policies which has emanated from the WCC 
since the decision was reached last Novem- 
ber to receive the Russian Orthodox Church 
into the world body.” 

All that Dibelius has said has been 
pointed out long ago by men outside the 
WCC whose sincere testimony has either 
been ignored in damning silence or snubbed 
and smeared as so many irresponsible state- 
ments of men of the “extreme right.” Will 
the telling testimony of Dibelius be given 
the same rough treatment? 


® Review of Publications 


The Old and the New in the Church. 
World Council of Churches Commission on 
Faith and Order. Two interim Reports: 
Tradition and Traditions; Institutionalism 
and Unity. Order from Augsburg Publishing 
House, Minneapolis, Minn. $1.25. 

This report, published in 1961, has been 
in our office for some time. A review of it 
has appeared in the Lutheran World (July 
1962), quarterly publication of the Lutheran 
World Federation. In this review one reads: 
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“The most important contribution to the 


question of tradition has been written by 
K. E. Skydsgaard, Copenhagen. He says that 
Roman Catholic theology nowadays works 
intensively with the question of tradition 
and in comparison with the Tridentinum 
|the Roman Catholic Council of Trent, 1545- 
1563, at which Roman Catholic doctrine was 
really first fixed] has taken a step towards 
the Protestant view of tradition, at the same 
time as we have ‘had to introduce tradition 
to the Lutheran conception of Sola Scriptura 
[Scripture alone| through exegetic discover- 
ies.’ ”? (Our emphasis. ) . 

Of particular interest to Missourians 
should be what is emphasized in the Lutheran 
World review concerning the contribution of 
Jaroslav Pelikan ( a “red-hot”? member of 
the Missouri Synod’s clergy who is at the 
same time a member of the WCC Commis- 
sion on Faith and Order) to the Report on 
Tradition and Traditions that lies before 
us: “Jaroslav Pelikan, Chicago [now at Yale 
Divinity School], discusses anti-traditional- 
ism in a short paragraph and points out that 
the history of theology itself shows ‘the 
obsolescence of the Reformation’s rejections 
of tradition.’”? (Our emphasis.) 

These are not isolated statements. On p. 
16 of the Report on Tradition and Traditions 
one reads: “Historicism, however disenchant- 
ing, serves as a useful check to the anti- 
ecumenical tendencies to absolutize the 
infallibility of the Bible, on the one hand, 
or the papacy on the other.” (Our emphasis. 
Historicism is the theory that all sociocul- 
tural phenomena are historically determined, 
that all truths are relative, that there are 
no absolute values, categories, or standards. ) 
Such is the spirit of the whole Report. Who- 
ever can stand the tiresome yak-yak of “ecu- 
menical” dialectic will see from reports like 
this which way the Ecumenical Movement, 
including its Lutheran bloc, is heading. One 
sees why the Vatical newspaper L’Osser- 
vatore Romano concluded a front-page report 
on the Third Assembly of the WCC (New 
Delhi, India, 1961) with the observation: 
“They are walking toward us. Not the papacy 
itself with its arrogant claims, but only the 
tendency to absolutize it is regarded as anti- 
ecumenical; and it is just as anti-ecumenical 
— so it is said — to absolutize the infallibility 
of the Bible! 

Need more be said? 

cy % tk 7 


Sowers of Discord. By Dr. Charles S. 
Poling. 16 pages, 4x914. Made available by 
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National Committee of Christian Laymen. 
(Release No. 9.) Address orders to: P.O. 
Box 5056, Phoenix, Ariz. 15 cents per copy 
or $7.50 per 100, postpaid. 

In a foreword to the above publication 
we read: “Countless multitudes of church 
people, members of churches now affiliated 
with the National Council of Churches of 
Christ in America, are alarmed and greatly 
concerned about the welfare of their church 
and their country. When these people 
express their opposition to the National 
Council of Churches they are accused of 
being ‘trouble makers,’ and Confusionists,’ 
of driving a wedge into the church. Here, we 
believe, Dr. Poling has focused the light of 
truth upon the organization responsible for 
the present unrest and division now threaten- 
ing the very life of the church. Read these 
facts and then determine for yourself ‘Who 
Is Driving the Wedge?’ ”’ 

The publication under review is part of 
an address, “If These Foundations Be 
Destroyed,” delivered in the assembly hall of 
Phoenix College by Dr. Charles S. Poling, 
brother of the well known editor of the 
Christian Herald, Dr. Daniel Poling, and a 
prominent Presbyterian churchman in his 
own right. A chaplain in World War One 
and Two, he resigned from active pastoral 
work as of June 1 and will devote himself 
to writing and to special preaching and 
speaking engagements. 

As a minister of a communion affiliated 
with the old Federal Council of Churches, 
and presently the National Council of 
Churches, Dr. Poling is “well acquainted with 
the methods of operation, the devious ways 
by which statements and deliverances are 
originated and sent forth in the name of 
X million Protestant Christians. I also know, 
as you know, that never has the layman in 
the pew been allowed to voice approval or 
disapproval of any action taken. A compara- 
tively small group of professionals, high 
church officials, pastors and professors, in 
conferences and study groups have, without 
consultation with individual congregations, 
presumed to speak upon highly controversial 
economic, political and social issues, falsely 
announcing that ‘this is the sentiment and 
voice of,’ again, ‘X million Protestant Chris- 
tians.’ Yet, they unctuously insist when talk- 
ing to the church, ‘We do not speak for the 
church but to the churches.’” “I have 
learned that when a minister refuses to con- 
form and follow the course adopted and pre- 
scribed by the church hierarchy, when he 
presumes to question the alliances in which 
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he discovers his church has become federated, 
that he becomes a target for denunciation 
by ‘the brethren’ and that there is an all out 
campaign to discredit him. However, I shall 
not waste time defending myself nor the 
position I have taken and which, with God’s 
help, I shall maintain until the National 
Council and World Council clean and fumi- 
gate their houses or get out of business.” 


Under the heading “Reaffirmation of the 
Historic Scriptural Faith is Great Need” Dr. 
Poling speaks of a phenomenon he cannot 
fathom: “Attack the National Council of 
Churches (actually, no kissin’ kin of the 
church )and the great mass of the clergy 
arise and take arms and cry for one’s scalp. 
But pronounce certain portions of the Book 
‘a myth’ and only eyebrows are raised; 
question the Virgin Birth or express doubt 
about the deity of Christ and you may even 
be classed as a ‘scholar, a deep and pro- 
found thinker.’ They may even elect you 
to be the President of a Theological Semi- 
nary.” “Why are so many of our ministers 
more zealous in defending the National 
Council of Churches than they are the doc- 
trines and historical theological beliefs of 
their church?” 


Dr. Poling charges that “the laity have 
had their fill of this so-called Social Gospel 
and are demanding a return to the proclama- 
tion of the gospel as taught and preached 
by the church fathers. They don’t propose to 
sit quietly by and accept without protest 
down-grading of the Bible as text book, 
guide and norm of the church.” “When the 
clergy turn from the preaching of the gospel 
of the Carpenter of Nazareth for a journey 
into the wilderness of controversial political 
issues, they meet headon with resentment 
and trouble,” Dr. Poling says, ‘‘and this re- 
sentment has snowballed into open rebellion.” 
Continuing, under the heading ‘Modern 
Theology is Heretical,” Dr. Poling, naming 
names, goes on to say: “Why should a 
minister expect his people to remain united 
and cooperative when he pronounces portions 
of the Book a ‘myth?’ Why should he expect 
harmony and sympathetic understanding 
when he openly announces that he does not 
accept the doctrine of the virgin birth of 
Christ and brings into question his deity? 
And if he wants still more trouble, let him, 
from his pulpit, join Dr. John C. Bennett, 
professor at Union Theological Seminary, 
who wrote in Theology Today (October issue 
1950): ‘Why must we conclude that there is 
a conflict between Christianity and Com- 
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munism?’ I would ask, why must we conclude 
that there is a conflict between God and 
the devil? And Dr. Bennett is an active 
leader in the National Council of Churches. 
When, oh when, will the church quit playing 
patsy with this apostate organization?”’ 


Charging that the National Council of 
Churches “has cunningly maneuvered and 
contrived to become a huge political organ- 
ization,” Dr. Poling further, and above all, 
charges that “Actually, the National Council 
of Churches has become a socialist political 
organization, wearing the vestments of the 
church. And today she is better organized 
and more deeply entrenched in the life of 
America than the Socialist Party ever was.” 
“T do not believe that there are many Com- 
munists in our pulpits. I have traveled over 
America conducting preaching missions in 
practically every state in the Union. Person- 
laly, I do not know one minister who ever, 
by word or action, has led me to suspect 
that he was a Communist. I am of the 
opinion that the preachers I know hate Com- 
munism. However, I do believe that there 
are isolated instances where Communists 
have wormed their way into our pulpits. On 
the other hand, I do know ministers who 
are definitely socialistic in their philosophy 
and a few who admit to being Socialists. To 
me, this constitutes our greatest danger. 
Socialism opens the door to Communism, it 
is the Trojan Horse to the church and nation. 


It is a virus just as fatal to our freedom and 


the cause of Christ as Communism, for 
Socialism is the sire of Communism. I am 
confirmed in my belief that the National 
Council of Churches is dominated by social- 
istic leaders and is being led down the road 
of apostasy by men who admit that they are 
socialists,” 


Dr. Poling’s charges are well documented 
by the most convincing evidence. He cites 
Dr. Ivan Lee Holt, Bishop of the Methodist 
Church and presently Chairman of the Joint 
Department of American Communities Over- 
seas of the National Council of Churches 
(“The Search for a new strategy in Protest- 
ism,” pp. 31-32): “If Protestantism should 
turn to a fuller gospel it would mean not only 
the denunciation of war but the severance 
of any connection with it. It would mean 
not only a willingness to be imprisoned 
rather than invoke a blessing on armies in 
the field, but it would mean a withdrawal 
of chaplains from service with the army and 
navy. It would seek the overthrow of the 
present capitalistic system. There are those 
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who feel that the profit motive is wrong and 
that there never can be happiness for man- 
kind until the present economic system 
gives way to some cooperative scheme. . 

It might mean revolution. There are those 
who, while opposed to the use of force in 
international relations, would not hesitate to 
use force in the overthrow of an economic 
system which they regard as un-Christian 
and vicious.” Dr. Poling, who as a chaplain 
in both World Wars hates war ‘as every 
man who has seen its butchery and madness 
hates it,’ denounces the clerical socialist as 
un-American and exclaims: “Of what color 
and brand is this theology and philosophy: 
it would ‘seek an overthrow’ of our ‘capital- 
istic system,’ ‘the profit motive is wrong,’ our 
‘economic system is un-Christian and vicious.’ 
Dr. Holt intimates that the Christians he 
represents would never take up arms against 
Khruhschev and the Communists but that they 
would shoot down their own neighbors and 
fellow-Americans to destroy Capitalism.” 


Dr. Poling cites the testimony of Peter 
S. Deriabin, once a Major General of the 
Soviet secret police, who gave a report to 
the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities and who also reported in a feature 
article in Life Magazine, March 23, 1959. 
Deriabin, under oath, identified Metropolitan 
Nicolai as a Soviet agent and called him “a 
state security agent of long standing.” A 
translation of speeches made by Metropolitan 
Nicolai contained tirades against the West. 
And these speeches were widely circulated. 
Speaking of American soldiers, Nicolai said: 
“These civilized savages arranged shooting 
matches with living targets, binding peasants 
to posts with barbed wire and shooting each 
of them over the heart, reviving the customs 
of the young fasscists, young Yankees photo- 
graphed these scenes for their family albums 
and sent them home.” “And this Russian 
agent, in the garb of a churchman and Chris- 
tian leader was paraded around the United 
States by the National Council of Churches, 
Poling comments (our emphasis) ; and, very 
understandingly, he adds: “Of course, Nicolai 
preached his gospel of peaceful coexistence.” 


What sort of an organization is the 
National Council of Churches, Poling asks, if 
in it men like Bennett and Holt not only find 
sympathetic fellowship but are elevated to 
positions of leadership? He charges, and 
rightly, that these men and ministers who 
concur in their beliefs are responsible for 
the unrest and division in the church. 
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In the foreword to this publication the 
admission is made that laymen are not wholly 
blameless in the present situation. These 
are to be stimulated “to oppose dictatorial, 
bureaucratic planning in religion as in 
politics.” 

This has been a long review of a brief 
publication. There is a reason for this. 
Patterns which obtain within the NCC and 
the WCC are discernible also in the mush- 
rooming bureaucracy of the Misssouri Synod, 
which, with the “Turning Point” (Lutheran 
Witness, Sept. 4) which marked its long 
history at its critical Cleveland Convention 
is moving headfirst in the direction of ecu- 
menicism (Marty), just now when some 
others who have had more than enough of 
their fill of it are in disgust turning away 
from it and the unrest and division which it 
is causing in the church. 

We suggest that readers order copies of 
Sowers of Discord by the hundred and dis- 
tribute them diligently among friends and 
acquaintences, 


@ A Strange Phenomenon of Our Day 


“A rash of self-styled ‘experts’ on anti- 
communism is breaking out throughout the 
nation. One of the strangest phenomena of 
all is that individuals who for years were 
associated with some of the communist-front 
organizations in the United States are now 
writing books on ‘how to fight communism’ 
while denouncing the House Committee on 
Un-American Activities, the Senate Internal 
Security Committee, various undercover spies 
for the FBI, loyalty procedures of the Federal 
Government, and the workings of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. While disclaiming 
any affinity with communism or its apparatus, 
these people spend the major part of their 
speaking time and writing space to denounc- 
ing anti-communists,” 

Thus states the Church League of Ameri- 
ca, which has just completed a new $250,000 
headquarters building in Wheaton, Illinois, 
in the September issue of its News and Views. 
In the same issue, that publication exhibits 
two examples of the technique it has 
described. Among these is A Christian’s 
Handbook on Communism (New and Revised 
Edition, 1962) published by the Committee 
on World Literacy and Christian Literature 
of the National Council of the Churches of 
Christ in the U.S.A. 

A full three page plus review of the same 
publication was published in the March 16 
issue of Christianity Today, which stated: 
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“Any seminary student who could not write 
anything more incisive and relevant than 
the Handbook exposition of the Christian way 
ought to be declined ministerial ordination.” 
“The Handbook, moreover, portrays socialism 
as a live alternative to Communism rather 
than a modified or preliminary form of 
Communism.” ‘Communists, we are told, 
‘fear socialism far more than people on the 
right because they believe that middle-of- 
the road people have more chance of... 
defeating the Communist program than con- 
servatives ...’ (pp. 18f£). This ludicrous 
commendation of socialism is really confuted 
by documents reflected elsewhere in the 
Handbook: 1. The Soviet Party’s 1961 Draft 
Program reports that ‘The dictatorship of the 
proletariat, born of the Socialist revolution, 
has played an epoch-making role by assur- 
ing the victory of socialism in the USSR... 
first phase of communism’ — etc. (p. 21). 
.. 2” “Nowhere is Communist class-warfare 
actually condemned.” “Liberal churchmen 
are defended for left-wing associations on the 
ground that the Communists have at times 
infiltrated their movements (p. 19). Such 
rationalization does not explain, however, 
why those Communists were not repudiated; 
nor could it expect to acknowledge the fact 
that some liberal churchmen themselves were 
actually Marxists.” 


J. B. Matthews, who served as an investi- 
gator for the FBI, has made the statement 
that seven thousand Protestant clergymen in 
the United States have been involved in the 
Communist apparatus by allowing their 
names to be associated with some Com- 
munist Front. His statement was met with 
indignant and angry protests and treated as 
an attack on the Protestant ministry. (Such an 
indignant and angry protest was raised by the 
President of Valparaiso University at the 
Cleveland Convention of the Missouri Synod. 
Cp. Through To Victory, Edit. Paul C. Neipp, 
Oct., 1962, p. 3.) There are a few honest min- 
isters such as Dr. Daniel Poling of New York 
who have humbly and courageously acknowl- 
edged the truth. Poling said: “As one of the 
seven thousand, I think the figure is far too 
low.” [See Dr. Fred Schwarz, You Can Trust 
the Communists (to be Communists), p. 58f, 
First Paperbound Edition, 1962, following 
ten printings of original hardbound edition 
in 1960-1961, Prentice-Hall Inc., Englewood 
cliffs, N.J.] 


Christianity Today calls attention to the 
fact that what we are witnessing is a reality 
because liberalism has lost not merely the 
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Gospel but, from its social message, also the 
emphasis on fixed principles and truths. The 
NCC, especially among its high and mighty 
leadership, is full of that kind of liberalism, 
as constantly repeated public pronounce- 
ments of such leaders undeniably and most 
convincinbly show. Such entrenched liberal- 
ism in churches of our day resorts to smear 
as its No. 1 weapon to descredit honest and 
effective anti-communist testimony — as 
being of the “extreme right” etc. — in a 
sinister conspiracy to keep it from being 
heard. When liberals begin to smear, this 
may be taken as an indication that the object 
of their smear may be particularly worth 
looking into. 


@ What Our Readers Say 


“The current Lutheran Witness (Sept. 4) 
with its letter “Behind the Scenes” and the 
pat answer to the two editorials in the 
Northwestern Lutheran and the Lutheran 
Sentinel entitled “You Can’t Go Home Again” 
and “This is License and Not Forgiveness” 
finally woke me up to the fact that I had 
better find out what was going on in Missouri 
in conservative circles since the convention. 
If possible I would like to have the back 
copies of the Confessional Lutheran dating 
back to right after the convention.” — Pastor, 
N. Dak. (Edit. Note: The Lutheran Witness 
statement in its Letters column “Few people 
realize, however, what is going on behind 
the scenes” is not the least interesting state- 
ment in its “Behind the Scenes” article!) 
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00 
Hor the: goed oe eae” Kale James Russell Lowell, The Present 


Crisis, Stanzas 5. 8.11. 
Truth forever on the scaffold, 


Wrong forever on the throne. 


Yet that scaffold sways the future, © Missouri’s New Stance 
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Then to side with truth is noble vention of the Missouri Synod last June. In 

When we share her wretched crust, an article headed “Toward the Future,” 
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editorialized on Missouri’s “new stance” as 
follows: 


“The generous mood of the triennial 
convention of the Lutheran Church-Mis- 
souri Synod last June in Cleveland sur- 
prised even the most hopeful prophets.” 


One great hindrance to “ecumenical rela- 
tions” was removed, the journal rejoices, 
when the convention declared unconstitu- 
tional the resolution of 1959 according to 
which all statements of doctrine adopted by 
the synodical convention were binding on all 
teachers [professors are, of course, included] 
and pastors. In other words, what difference 
is it going to make from now on if Missouri 
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adopts doctrinal statements? Nobody is going 
to be bound by them! Missouri has had it! 


Not as though Dialog is altogether satis- 
fied. The motivation, it states with regret, in 
the action just referred to, as well as in re- 
lated action, and in overwhelming rejection 
of the “right wing’s” agitations (one doesn’t 
read anything about a left-wing) “was pre- 
dominantly an organizational solidarity; and 
the great heresy still seemed to be that of 
causing a disturbance within the group. Need- 
less to say, theology came off second-best in 
its competition with this kind of organiza- 
tional conformism.” This will, however, be 
readily remedied, Dialog trusts, as “a side- 
effect” of increased contacts with other de- 
nominations of the sort Missouri now seems 
free to engage in. 


The same is true, Dialog is sure also, as 
regards Missouri’s “fumbling” of a demon- 
stration of “basic ecumenical courtesies.” 
The Episcopal diocese of New York had in- 
vited Missouri to open its 1967 convention 
with a communion service in its Cathedral of 
St. John the Divine. As yet unaccustomed to 
such things, Missouri could only stutter out 
its embarrassment. Fortunately, the charity 
of other denominations is great enough, 
Dialog comforts itself, to “bear” the like until 
Missouri becomes more “familiar” with the 
ways of “ecumenism.” 


In another article on ecumenism (“The 
Post-Christian Era”), Martin E. Marty (yes, 
he’s a Missouri Synod pastor) writes: 


“Openness to the future might imply 
ecumenical visions as yet not even dreamed 
over or gasped about; it might imply a 
disciplined embrace of cultural NON- 
CHRISTIAN visions not yet anticipated.” 
(Our emphasis. ) 


Far from exhibiting real Christian leader- 
ship and speaking like a soldier of the Cross, 
Marty exhibits a defeatist attitude as he goes 
on to say, in somewhat other words, “If you 
can’t lick them, join them!” For what he 
does say is that such a “liberated” vision 
(liberated from what!) “frees one from the 
pathetic stance of a church in retreat, giving 
another inch in each encounter.” 


Missouri is not only suffering from 
Ecumenism; it has in its membership victims 
of galloping ecumenism. And we see no signs 
of official efforts to arrest the destructive 
disease. 


God help Missouri! 
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@ Prof. Scharlemann’s Position 
“Not Changed” 


In the Springfielder (Summer, 1962), 
published quarterly by the faculty of Con- 
cordia Theological Seminary in Springfield, 
Ill, Dr. J. A. O. Preus, now President of 
the faculty, who served as a member of the 
floor committee on doctrine (#3) at the 
Cleveland Convention of the Missouri Synod 
in June, has written an editorial, Cleveland 
Post Scripts, regarding the convention. Speak- 
ing of the Scharlemann Case, Dr. Preus lists 
a number of objections which dissatisfied 
delegates have raised to the professor’s 
apology ‘for the disturbance he has caused 
[?] in the church by his essays.” (Dr. 
Scharlemann has conceded no more than sor- 
row over the part that he played in “con- 
tributing to” the present unrest within the 
Synod, the existence of which unrest he 
obviously assigns to other factors. His con- 
tributing to the present unrest he again con- 
fines to no more than a lack of proper care 
in his method of presentation of his views in 
certain essays, not to the views themselves.) 


We shall here list the (three) objections 
which Dr. Preus mentions, setting them off 
in separate paragraphs: 


“Several delegates expressed disatisfac- 
tion at the fact that Scharlemann did 
not recant a theological error, 


“while others were quick to point out that 
his apology pertained to his actions and 
method of his essays but not their doc- 
trinal content [Note: Dr. Scharlemann’s 
“Apology” is limited to only some (4) of 
his essays; it does not include his essay 
on God’s Acts as Revelation, CTM, Apr. 
1961, nor certain other extensive material 
in which he has presented the same views 
which are agitated in those essays]. 


“while still others felt that his use of the 
term ‘completely free of error’ still did 
not cover the question of whether he 
means inerrancy in matters of fact or in- 
errancy of purpose, what we have com- 
monly called the efficacy of Scripture.” 
[Note: Prof. Scharlemann has made it 
clear over and over again, and continues 
to do so, that he means only the latter; 
he denies the former. Thus, the question 
at issue was not covered by the Cleveland 
Convention at all, as is pointed out in the 
objection here listed by Dr. Preus.] 


The objections listed by Dr. Preus are 
well taken. That Prof. Scharlemann’s position 
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at the time of the Cleveland Convention (and 
since) had not changed, from what it was 
before the convention, has been clearly ad- 
mitted by him; he remains adamant in this. 
This is made clear again in a letter of July 
20 (among others) in reply to inquiry. From 
this letter, reported in this issue of our 
journal, we shall here quote as follows:. 


“My theological position is set forth at 
some length in a Concordia Theological 
Monthly article of April 1961, ‘God’s Acts 
as Revelation’ and in my answers to cer- 
tain questions as they appeared in the 
Lutheran Witness of Dec. 16 [26], 1961. 
That position has not changed.” (Em- 
phasis added.) 


Prof. Scharlemann Pulls the Rug 
From Under His Defenders 


In the letter referred to, Dr. Scharle- 
mann writes: 


“Let me say, first of all, that Committee 
Three — as I understand from the 
reports I have from Cleveland — tried 
to make it clear that the question of false 
doctrine was not involved in my action. 
This is why the word ‘retract’ does not 
occur in my document |his Statement at 
Cleveland]; and I did define what I meant 
by ‘withdraw.’ ” 


There seem to be those who had been 
led to think that Prof. Scharlemann had re- 
tracted certain essays (those specified) and, 
with them, naturally, any false doctrine which 
they may contain. In the Special Report in 
the Lutheran Witness of Dec. 26, 1961, to 
which Prof. Scharlemann has referred, “By 
the President and Vice-Presidents of the Lu- 
theran Church—Missouri Synod, the Pastoral 
Members of the St. Louis Seminary Board of 
Control, the President and Academic Dean 
of the St. Louis Seminary, Prof. Scharlemann 
of the St. Louis Seminary,” one does read that 
Dr. Scharlemann had “retracted” certain 
things. However, Prof. Scharlemann soon 
wrote letters to honest and earnest inquirers, 
in one of which he stated: ‘. . . none of my 
papers ever contained false doctrine. Hence 
there was nothing to retract... . That’s why 
you read nothing about retraction in the 
report [the Special Report in LW, Dec. 26, 
1961.” See the entire letter in the CL, Jan., 
"62, p. 3. This caused the Third Vice-President 
of Synod, who is the Chairman of the Board 
of Control of Concordia Seminary in St. Louis, 
to write a letter (March 22, 1962) to “de- 
fenders” of Dr. Scharlemann, among whom 
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he was happy to count himself. In this letter 
he stated that the letter of Dr. Scharlemann 
(quoted above) did make many wonder, 
“Where does Martin stand?” The chairman 
stated that one “should see and hear the re- 
marks I got by mail and orally.” “Many,” 
he went on to say, “failing to understand 
the difference between Martin’s use of the 
word ‘retract’ and its meaning in the ‘Report’ 
wondered how Martin could apparently ‘pull 
the rug from under us’ so soon after we pub- 
lished our report.” (Emphasis added.) 


A Strategic Withdrawal 


It is evident that, to Dr. Scharlemann, 
“withdraw” and “retract” do not mean one 
and the same thing, however he may have 
been understood or misunderstood in the 
rush of the Cleveland Convention. For it must 
be noted that in his Statement he carefully 
avoided use of the word “retract” and con- 
fined himself to the word “withdraw” with 
reference to four of his essays. And, as he 
tells us, he “did define what he meant by 
‘withdraw.’ 


“Such withdrawal,’ he says, “is here 
understood to mean that the questions to 
which these essays address themselves 
will not again be dealt with by me on the 
basis of anything written in them. If and 
when I need to address myself to these 
issues again, any such effort will be under- 
taken only in full cooperation with my 
colleagues on the seminary faculty and 
any others in Synod delegated to carry 
out this task. At that time, I want to 
assure you, a new, more considered, and 
properly safeguarded approach will be 
used.” (Proceedings, p. 107. — An ap- 
proach “safeguarded” against what? We 
are not told!) 


In other words, nothing has been retracted. 
Dr. Scharlemann is free to say the same thing 
over in other words, as he has already been 
doing, in other documents which have not 
been “withdrawn.” He will “properly safe- 
guard his approach” (be careful) if and 
when he agitates further the issues raised 
by him, which continue to confront us, and 
he expects to have support from other mem- 
bers of the St. Louis faculty, if not also from 
still others, in doing so. 


The Situation That Continues 
to Confront Us 


While Dr. Scharlemann may, therefore, 
not use the particular four essays which he 
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has thus “withdrawn,” there is no reason in 
the world why we should not continue to 
make use of the evidence contained in them 
in exposing his views concerning what he 
calls “the Word of God.” This we shall feel 
wholly free to do. 


In addition, there is, as we have already 
seen, other undeniable documentary material 
which makes clear what Prof. Scharlemann 
holds concerning the Scriptures. In another 
letter (Aug. 4, 1962) he has expressly called 
attention to the fact that “the basic issues in 
the withdrawn essays are discussed in other 
places, as, for example, in the Lutheran Wit- 
ness of December 16 [26|, 1961, and in the 
article ‘God’s Acts as Revelation’ in the 
Concordia Theological Monthly of April 1961.” 
(Emphasis added.) 


The first of the two letters referred to was 
written by Prof. Scharlemann in reply to one 
in which he had been asked the question, 
“Do you now accept A Brief Statement, 
paragraphs one to three, including the entire 
last sentence of paragraph one (‘Since the 
Holy Scriptures . . . John 10,33’) without 
reservations and limitations, defining the doc- 
trines and words as did the Synod in 1932 
and as does the Synodical Catechism, Q. 9-11?” 
Dr. Scharlemann declined to answer this 
question, indicating that the agreement made 
in his Cleveland Statement forbids this! He 
added that the St. Louis faculty had, already 
during the past triennium, made a rather 
“careful” study of the Brief Statement; ‘‘and 
one of these days the results of these in- 
quiries (sic) will become available, I am 
sure.” To be forewarned is to be forearmed! 


In the letter referred to, Dr. Scharle- 
mann had also been asked to state his views 
concerning ‘the historical accuracy of the 
Book of Daniel, and Jonah’s experience,” and 
similar things. In reply the professor referred 
the inquirer to Gerhard von Rad’s Old Testa- 
ment Theology as an example of “constructive 
activity” in the field of Biblical theology from 
which our Synod must not be excluded and 
a good example of a “new appreciation of the 
Scriptures” from which it must not “shut 
itself off.” Gerhard von Rad is doing to the 
Old Testament what Rudolf Bultmann, the 
“demythologizing” professor, has been doing 
to the New Testament! Dr. Scharlemann, 
further, referred the inquirer to articles on 
“truth” and “revelation” in J. J. von Allmen’s 
A Companion to the Bible (Oxford University 
Press, 1958). Such references again show 
the nature of the views concerning the Scrip- 
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tures which the St. Louis professor continues 
to adhere to. 


The Controversy concerning the Word of 
God within the Missouri Synod continues 
apace, and there are no signs that would lead 
us to look for it to let up; quite the contrary: 
everything points to an intensification of it. 


© A Letter of Dr. Scharlemann 
Stating That His Position 
HAS NOT CHANGED 


[Eprror1AL Note: Following is the letter of 
Prof. Scharlemann written on July 20, 1962, in reply 
to certain inquiries, referred to in the foregoing 
article in this issue of our journal.] 


Your gracious letter of July 12 came 
yesterday. I appreciate its spirit very much 
and can understand your concerns. You are 
right in assuming that 1 like to deal forth- 
rightly. I shall try to follow that practice 
here. J have no doubt that exact definitions 
help; but these are sometimes hard to develop 
from the living language of Scripture. |?| 
That’s where your suggestion of negative 
statements might be very useful. 


Let me say, first of all, that Committee 
Three — as I understand from the reports 
I have from Cleveland — tried to make it 
clear that the question of false doctrine was 
not involved in my action. This is why the 
word “retract” does not occur in my docu- 
ment; and I did try to define what I meant 
by “withdraw.” 


My theological position is set forth at 
some length in a CTM article of April 1961, 
“God’s Acts as Revelation” and in my answers 
to certain questions as they appeared in the 
Lutheran Witness of December 16, |26] 1961. 
That position has not changed. 


At the same time, I cannot now go beyond 
those documents without the assistance of 
my colleagues and others (specifically, the 
newly created Commission on Theology). 
This is part of the agreement made in my 
Cleveland Statement. I can add, though, 
that our faculty did, in the past triennium, 
make a rather careful study of The Brief 
Statement; and one of these days the full 
results of these inquiries will become avail- 
able, I am sure. 


The Old Testament problems, too, that 
you mention have been considered in a pre- 


liminary sort of way by our Department of 
Exegetical Theology. They need much more 
study and discussion both in our faculty and 
in meetings with the Commission on Theology 
before anything of more than passing sig- 
nificance could be presented to the Church. 


In that process of confronting serious 
problems in a responsible way I hope to have 
whatever part is assigned to me. I should 
like to suggest that you present your concerns 
to the new Commission on Theology so that 
they receive full consideration. 


All this is said not with any intent of 
dodging issues or evading questions but in 
the interest of doing something very difficult 
in an orderly and responsible way. Permit 
me to add that so many wholesome and ex- 
citing things are going on today in-the field 
of Biblical theology that our Synod must not 
be excluded from this constructive activity 
by shutting itself off from what is actually 
going on throughout Christendom along this 
line especially since the theologies of Barth 
and Bultmann came to something of cul de 
sac around 1945. A good example of this 
new appreciation of the Scriptures is found, 
for example, in Gerhard von Rad’s Old Testa- 
ment Theology, which just came out in Eng- 
lish — alas at $10.00! for volume one. 


An even simpler way to get the flavor of 
what is going on is to read around in J. J. 
von Allmen’s A Companion to the Bible, Ox- 
ford University Press, 1958. This contains an 
article each on “truth” and “revelation” which 
I think you would find quite useful. It doesn’t 
even cost the ten dollars of the previous 
reference! 


Let me close by mentioning a little inci- 
dent that took place at the coffee-break this 
morning. One of my colleagues is preparing 
a conference paper on “The Edification of the 
Saints” (Eph. 4). He had gone to the trouble 
of working through the Biblical materials on 
“saints” and “holiness”; and he was all excited 
to have discovered that these are Gospel and 
not Law concepts in the Scriptures. And he 
said, “You know, there isn’t really much of 
a connection between the way dogmatics uses 
this term and the Biblical concept.” With 
that statement he put his finger right on the 
center of the problem. Just for good measure 
I threw in a few others: “election” and 
“righteousness.” 


My concern as an exegete has been to go 
behind terms to see what the Scriptures 
actually say and do with them. This is the 
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source of my discovery |[note!| that the 
Biblical notion of “truth” is not that of our 
contemporary civilization, influenced as it has 
been by the separation of the individual from 
his observations since the days of Descartes 
famous dictum, ‘Cogito, ergo sum” [I think, 
therefore I am]. It has always interested me 
to hear missionaries coming back from Japan 
insisting that the Japanese does not distin- 
guish himself from the observation he is mak- 
ing or the experience he is going through. 
This is pretty much the Biblical point of 
view|?!| —— probably common to the whole 
Orient, which hasn’t come through what we 
like to call the Age of Enlightenment. 


Well, I’ve thrown in these last items, be- 
cause I remember you as being an individual 
interested in studying and exploring, i.e., the 
reference to Descartes above will not go 
lost on you. 


With kind regards, I am, 
Yours fraternally, 
Martin H. SCHARLEMANN 


© Resolution of Crete, [ll., Congre- 
gation Terminating Fellowship 
With Missouri Synod 


In our last issue we reported the ter- 
mination of fellowship with the Missouri 
Synod by Trinity Church in Crete, Ill, a 
Chicago suburb. (“Congregation in Crete, 
Illinois, Terminates Fellowship with Mis- 
souri.”) In our report we expressed the hope 
that we might, because of its importance 
and clarity be able in this issue to publish 
the resolution of the Crete congregation con- 
cerning this matter, in full. The resolution 
follows: 


Resolution on Church Fellowship 
Adopted September 9, 1962 


Since for more than the past two decades 
it became increasingly apparent that a union- 
istic and rationalistic spirit had invaded and 
was pervading certain areas of the Lutheran 
Church-Missouri Synod; and 


Since Trinity Evangelical Lutheran Church, 
U.A.C., Crete, Illinois, hereafter referred to 
as our congregation, together with its pastor 
feared that this unionistic and rationalistic 
leaven would eventually leaven the entire 
church-body if not stopped immediately (1 
Cor. 5:6); and 


Since therefore the congregation and its 
pastor had repeatedly presented to the Lu- 
theran Church—Missouri Synod memorials in 
which it was implored to banish from its 
midst this pernicious leaven through evan- 
gelical discipline, other congregations and 
individual members of Synod making similar 
pleas; and 


Since Synod in convention assembled de- 
clined to join our congregation in specifically 
rejecting false teachings within the fellowship 
which our congregation was compelled by 
God’s Word to reject, and as a consequence 
a number of false teachings have been allowed 
to exist alongside of the true doctrines set 
forth in the orthodox creeds to which that 
Synod has outwardly subscribed; and 


Since at the Cleveland convention of 1962 
Synod declined to either reject or accept 
fifteen short statements which set forth some 
of the false teachings which have disturbed 
the unity of Synod, and which are just the 
opposite of what has been taught in the Syn- 
odical Conference, and since also this con- 
vention failed to reject a single false teach- 
ing which it was asked to reject; and 


Since the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod 
through its official periodical, the Lutheran 
Witness, has now admitted that the 1962 con- 
vention “marked a distinct turning point in 
its 115-year history”; and 


Since the Lutheran Confessions (Formula 
of Concord, Trigl., p. 855) to which our con- 
gregation has pledged adherence state: ‘For 
the preservation of pure doctrine and for 
thorough, permanent, godly unity in the 
Church it is necessary, not only that the pure, 
wholesome doctrine is rightly presented, but 
also that the opponents who teach otherwise 
be reproved,” as taught in I Tim. 3; II Tim. 
3:16; I Cor. 1:10; Titus 1:9; I Tim. 5:20 
and other texts of Scripture; and 


Since the members of our congregation 
are determined, with God’s help, to maintain, 
not only for themselves but also for their 
children and. children’s children, that “purity 
of doctrine and thorough, permanent, godly 
unity” which is possible only in a fellowship 
in which “the opponents who teach otherwise 
are reproved”; and 


Since our Lutheran Confessions to which 
our congregation has committed itself in Ar- 
ticle 3 of its Constitution also indicates what 
action should be taken in agreement with 
such texts as Romans 16:17; Titus 3:10 and 
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others when a situation of this kind arises, 
namely: “It is a grave matter that one should 
separate oneself from so many lands and 
people and profess a separate doctrine; but 
here stands God’s command that everyone 
should beware of and not agree with those 
who maintain false doctrine’ (Formula of 
Concord, Trigl., p. 1060); and 


Since on November 28, 1961, on p. 22 of 
the Lutheran Witness our congregation was 
officially declared by the Lutheran Church-— 
Missouri Synod to have excluded itself from 
“membership in the said church body because 
the congregation had retained as its pastor 
the Rev. A. T. Kretzmann” who had previ- 
ously, for Scriptural reasons to which his 
conscience was hound, suspended fellowship 
at the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod; 
an 


Since the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod 
has not declared that our congregation has 
excluded itself from the fellowship but only 
from membership in Synod, nor has the con- 
gregation so far suspended its fellowship with 
Synod; while the pastor and teachers of our 
congregation have suspended their fellowship 
with the Missouri Synod; and 


Since the uncertain status of the congre- 
gation over against the Missouri Synod and 
the difference between the status of the full- 
time workers and congregation create diffi- 
culties in matters of church practice; and 


Since our congregation on October 13, 
1961 solemnly promised to vote on the ques- 
tion of its Synodical fellowship after the action 
of the 1962 convention had been analyzed; 


THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, with 
Sincere regret but in obedience to God’s 
Word, that Trinity Evangelical Lutheran 
Church, U.A.C., Crete, Ill., herewith terminate 
its church-fellowship with the Lutheran 
Church—Missouri Synod as a corporate body, 
and that all future actions taken by this con- 
gregation be in agreement with this resolution 
as long as it remains in force. 


This action does not apply to congrega- 
tions and pastors at present still in the Lu- 
theran Church—Missouri Synod who occupy a 
truly protesting position and who are deter- 
mined to join us in taking this step. This con- 
gregation has also not given up its fellow- 
ship with the Wisconsin Ev. Lutheran Synod 
and the Evangelical Lutheran Synod, two of 
the synods of the Synodical Conference which 
have taken the same step we are taking at 
this time, nor with the synods, congregations, 
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and individuals with which these synods are 
in fellowship at this time. 


How the Above Resolution Will Be 
Applied by Trinity Congregation 


While the resolution printed out above 
was adopted by the Voting Assembly of 
Trinity Lutheran Church, Crete, Ill., on Sep- 
tember 9, 1962 without a dissenting vote, the 
congregation also agreed to the manner in 
which they wished to have it carried out in 
practice. It was agreed, without a dissent 
being voiced, that the following principles 
would be followed: 


1. Our congregation from now on will 
decline to practice church-fellowship with 
any pastor of the Missouri Synod who fails to 
show a serious concern about the toleration 
of error in Missouri, no matter how orthodox 
he might otherwise be in acceptance of the 
pure doctrine and in his church practice. We 
will also not practice church-fellowship with 
the congregation he serves. Members from 
such congregations will be accepted by con- 
fession of faith after they have agreed with 
our position, and those wishing to join such 
congregations will be given a testimony with 
regard to their standing and their termina- 
tion of membership in our congregation will 
be acknowledged by the Voting Assembly. 


2. We will continue to practice church- 
fellowship with congregations and pastors of 
the Wisconsin Ev. Luth. Synod and of the 
Evangelical Luth. Synod and with the synods 
and individuals with which these synods are 
in church-fellowship at present, and with con- 
gregations and pastors in Missouri who are 
in a truly protesting state (in statu confes- 
sionis) as defined in the Synodical Conference 
Proc. 1875, 24-26: “Such a member 
(namely, of a unionistic church) must con- 


‘tinue to testify in public convention and in 


periodicals against such error and make no 
secret of his intention to have the synod 
finally join him in rejecting false doctrine, 
the alternative being that he would leave the 
synodical union.” 


3. In determining what our position is 
to be with regard to acts of church-fellowship 
over against those within the Missouri Synod 
who are weak in their knowledge of what has 
taken place in late years, and who for that 
reason cannot be expected to have taken the 
steps which our congregation has taken, we 
will take into full consideration the fact that 
the church in Synodical Conference circles 
today is in a state of flux in that the lines are 
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not as yet clearly drawn. During this tem- 
porary state of flux, congregations and pastors 
who hold to the Scriptural position of Old 
Missouri will be taking steps to reach a 
decision with regard to their church fellow- 
ship and such information will be obtained 
and studied by the Pastor and Board of Elders 
who will thereupon make recommendations 
to the congregation with regard to such mat- 
ters as receiving or giving of transfers. Each 
case will be judged on the basis of its own 
merits. If a congregation with whom Trinity 
Church decided to express fellowship by some 
action that it took, fails to come through 
later on by entering the confessional state, 
or fails to join us in our position, all expres- 
sions of church-fellowship will be terminated 
by us. However, during this period of flux 
we do not intend to apply our resolution 
mechanically or legalistically, but in a truly 
evangelical spirit of love, while not giving up 
the principle, in an effort to win those who 
may be weak in knowledge or may just have 
begun to study the situation in Missouri. The 
Synodical Conference has always followed this 
practice during similar periods of flux. 


4, While our congregation has terminated 
church-fellowship with the Missouri Synod 
as a corporate body, it has no intention of 
terminating such purely external endeavors 
as participation in sports, etc. 


© Overrating Liberalism 


“The liberal has no monopoly on civility, 
reasonableness, and discrimination in thought. 
To equate all signs of civility and reasonable- 
ness in theology with liberalism is to overstate 
the liberal’s prerogatives and to underestimate 
the quality of theological minds that have 
resisted liberalism.” — Bernard Eugene Me- 
land, Professor of Constructive Theology at 
the University of Chicago Divinity School. 
Heading supplied. (Note: Dr. Meland is 
wholly sympathetic with Liberalism. The 
quotation which we have adduced is from 
an article by him, “The Persisting Liberal 
Witness,” in the Christian Century, Sept. 26. 
“Conversation among Protestant theologians 
appears to be veering toward a reconsidera- 
tion of such historical liberal theologians as 
Schleiermacher, Harnack, and Herrmann.” 
It “marks the beginning of what Meland 
plans as an extensive work on the history of 
liberal theology.”’) 
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© A Chicago University 
Professor on Barthianism 


A former member of the faculty of Chi- 
cago Divinity School, John Warwick Moht- 
gomery, attended the recent lectures of Karl 
Barth at that institution, with considerable 
theological anticipation, he says. But he came 
away “ambivalently moved,” — that is to 
say, with mixed emotions. One definite con- 
clusion to which he came he has stated as 
follows: 


“Perceptive non-Christian seekers after 
truth in the academic audience at Chicago 
could not help concluding that ultimately 
it is Barth’s personal preferences that de- 
termine theological truth for him — and 
thus that they had every right to consider 
‘his’ theology as but one option among 
numerous conflicting claims of our time 
— from Alan Watts’ Zen to Sartre’s 
existentialism.” — Dialog, Autumn 1961. 
(Our emphasis. Barth likes strongly to 
disavow having a theology of his own, 
a theology which in a peculiar sense is 
“his.” Zen, the introspective religious 
mysticism of a Buddhist sect, has had 
some influence on a few Western minds, 
among them that of Alan Watts; Sartre’s 
Existentialism, atheistic, is one of the 
leading brands of that eccentricity.) 


It is refreshing to note that there are men, 
also of Montgomery’s type, who do not kow- 
tow to the great delusion from Basel and 
who do not hesitate to speak their minds 
about it. 


@ Rubber Words 


A neo-orthodox enthusiast has been de- 
scribed as a man who-uses our vocabulary 
but a different dictionary. Words are vested 
with a different meaning and they who listen 
are gradually indoctrinated in a new theology 
very different from Biblical truth. They re- 
ceive darkness for light and may be wholly 
unaware of the exchange — until it is too late! 


“Infallibility” and “reliability” used with 
reference to the Holy Scriptures as “the 
Word of God” in a sense that does not leave 
to these terms their full and commonly ac- 
cepted meaning; “truth” and “error,” used 
in a sense not identical with fact and its 
opposite, — these are examples of that 
whereof we speak. 
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Such neo-orthodox language is being 
demonstrably used and tolerated — even 
defended — within the Missouri Synod; and 
its members are being deceived by it, sold 
down the river. Far from having removed it 
from our midst, the Cleveland Convention has 
documented its continuing use and has, in 
fact, made such continued use, with im- 
punity, possible. 


Missouri was maneuvred into sowing the 
wind at Cleveland; it is reaping the whirl- 
wind of a liberalism that has quickened its 
pace. Will members who have found their 
trust misplaced stop listening to rubber words 
and begin to protest against their use? 


@® A New Use For the Word 
“Heresy” Within the 
Missouri Synod 


Several decades ago the authors of the 
Missourian publication Popular Symbolics 
(Th. Engelder, W. Arndt, Th. Graebner, and 
F. E. Mayer) could register the complaint 
that, owing to the ever-increasing dominance 
of the unionistic spirit, the use of such 
terms as “false teaching, heterodoxy, heresy,” 
etc., had become obsolescent. (P. iv.) How- 
ever, today a new use for the word “heresy” 
is being found, and it is returning with a 
vengeance. We shall here note two instances 
of this within the Missouri Synod. 


In his essay on The Inerrancy of Scripture, 
which begins with the sentence “In this 
paper I propose to defend the paradox that 
the Book of God’s truth contains errors,” Prof. 
Martin H. Scharlemann of St. Louis has said 
that in considering the concept of inerrancy 
“we need to keep in mind that it is a modern 
heresy to identify truth with fact.” With 
modernism, as he admits, he insists that the 
Bible is full of statements which are not fact; 
when he speaks of the Bible’s utter “truth” 
or “truthfulness” he means something else, 
making any and every such statement on his 
part far worse than just worthless. This is 
one of the basic issues in the current Con- 
troversy concerning the Word of God within 
the Missouri Synod which its Cleveland Con- 
vention was, by careful manipulation, kept 
from facing. The professor’s essay remains 
unretracted. 


The latest instance of a complete switch 
in the use of the word “heresy” that has 
come to our attention is contained in a 


National Lutheran Council news release of 
Oct. 25 (1962). It reports the new Second 
Vice-President of the Missouri Synod, Theo. 
Nickel, D.D., as instructing the American 
Lutheran Church at its recent convention in 
Milwaukee that insistence on complete agree- 
ment in doctrine and practice as necessary 
for fellowship or even possible in this life 
“has its roots in heresy.” 


Instead of offering further comment of 
our own regarding this new doctrine of a 
Vice-President of the Missouri Synod as 
reported in an NLC news release, we shall 
with reference to it cite the following per- 
tinent comment from the public testimony of 
the Missouri Synod contained in the work 
already adduced: 


“The false teacher brings untold harm 
upon the Church, the unionist more. ‘The 
unionistic bodies imperil the Church more 
than the worst sect; for the worst sect at 
least acknowledges that nothing but the 
pure doctrine ought to be preached in a 
Church; but unionism stands for the 
pernicious principle that man can never 
find and possess the pure truth and that, 
consequently, contending for the truth is 
wrong.’ C. F. W. Walther, Epistle Postil, 
p. 77.” (P.19.) 


Dr. Nickel was chairman of the Missouri 
Synod’s convention committee at Cleveland, 
which could not find it in its heart to give to 
God the glory of saying that Prof. Scharle- 
mann’s essays contain false doctrine. He 
seems more readily to have found himself on 
common ground with the errorist professor 
in that he has chimed in on a new use of the 
word “heresy” within the Missouri Synod. 
One of these things just naturally follows 
upon the other as night follows the end 
of day. 


And the end is not yet. These are but the 
beginning of sorrows for the Missouri Synod. 
With the sacrifice of the Formal Principle of 
the Reformation and of all theological truth 
(the authority of Scripture in all that it 
teaches — not merely with respect to the 
Material Principle, salvation by grace for 
Christ’s sake through faith alone) Missouri’s 
eventual doom as a distinctively Christian 
confessional body is assured. With the Scrip- 
tures of Christ, the Christ of the Scriptures 
must necessarily go, as the long history of the 
Church continually bears out. 


Lord, graciously open the eyes of mem- 
bers of our church to what is evidently going 
on before them! 
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© A Refreshing Breeze 
From Milwaukee 


On October 23, officers of the policy-mak- 
ing Central Committee of the World Council 
of Churches, from its headquarters in Geneva, 
issued the following statement in which they 
spoke out against the government of the 
United States in the Cuban crisis, expressing 
“grace concern and regret” over its blockade 
of the Communist-dominated island off its 
shores: 


“The officers of the WCC consider it... 
their duty to express grave concern and 
regret concerning the action which the 
USA government has felt it necessary to 
take with regard to Cuba and fervently 
hope that every government concerned 
will exercise the greatest possible restraint 
in order to avoid a worsening of inter- 
national relations.” 
The statement pointed out that, in line 
with pronouncements made by the WCC’s 
assemblies, its committees and officers “have 
on several occasions expressed their con- 
cern and regret when governments have 
taken unilateral military action against other 
governments.” (Note that in keeping with 
the WCC’s usual anti-anticommunist line, its 
concern and regret are not directed against 
the unilateral military action of Russia against 
the United States in setting up missile bases 
against our country in its Cold War, by which 
it is seeking to enslave all of the free world, 
but against our government in its defense 
against such strategy. On the contrary, the 
officers of the WCC have expressed greater 
confidence — a fervent hope of restraint — 
on the part of Russia.) Dr. Franklin Clark 
Fry, Chairman of the World Council’s Central 
Committee, President of the Lutheran World 
Federation, and President of the Lutheran 
Church in America, was among the signers 
of the WCC statement. 


At its convention in Milwaukee the newly 
constituted American Lutheran Church on 
October 24 repudiated the statement of the 
WCC and reiterated its support of the action 
of the President of the United States in the 
Cuban crisis. It did this after brushing aside 
a plea by its President Dr. Fredrik A. Schiotz, 
that no stand be taken “because of the 
critical nature of the issues involved.” For 
this the ALC deserves an extra cheer! Un- 
fortunately, however, the ALC by a 647 to 
307 vote decided to remain in the WCC. 
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While taking other action with reference 
to numerous matters which we must deplore, 
the ALC did vote 609-137 for an investigation 
of the program material issued by its Depart. 
ment of Youth Activity “with a view of de. 
termining whether there are, in fact, any 
teachings contrary to God’s Word containeq 
in these publications and, if so, to direct the 
early preparation and prompt distribution o¢ 
new materials which will correct those state. 
ments found to be misleading or in error.” 
Also that “prompt and overt action, as may 
be required, be taken to insure that the 
doctrinal content of future publications by, 
through, or under any official department, 
division, or commission of our Church he 
fully in accord with the truths of God’s 
Holy Word.” 


This indeed represents a refreshing breeze 
from Milwaukee. Would to God that such a 
breeze had wafted over Cleveland at the time 
of Missouri’s Cleveland Convention when 
similar situations needed to be acted upon 
and, lacking such a breeze, were left in a fog, 
with the result that the convention went 
down in history as Missouri’s Great Circum- 
vention. 


@® State of the Church Conference 


As this issue of our journal went to press, 
a National State of the Church Conference, 
to be held in the Morrison Hotel in Chicago, 
was announced for Nov. 9 and 10. Empha- 
sizing the Lutheran Witness editorial of Aug. 
21 relative to the Cleveland Convention of 
the Missouri Synod entitled “Turning Point,” 
the announcement to members of the con- 
ference includes among major matters to be 
considered “What Really Happened at Cleve- 
land,” “Pertinent Remarks concerning Un- 
printed Memorials,’ ‘Proposed Seminary 
Training,’ and “Incorporation of the State 
of the Church Conference.” 


We hope to report, at a later date, trans- 
actions by this conference. 


@ Books for Sale 


BOOKS FOR SALE (price given is that of 
the publisher, not the price wanted by us; 
make your offer—first best offer will take any 
of these): Norlie’s Simplified New Testament, 
1961; $4.95. Luther and Culture, Forell, 
Grimm, Hoelty-Nickel, 1960, $3.00. Messages 
from God’s Word, Hanns Lilje, 1961, $3.95. 
The Biblical Expositor: Matthew to Revela- 
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tion, Car] F. H. Henry, 1960, $6.95. Christian 
History of the Constitution, V. M. Hall, 1961, 
$10.00. Letters to Young Churches, J. B.. 
Phillips, 1952, $2.75. Questions That Trouble 
Christians, W. A. Poovey, 1946, $1.50. Grow- 
ing in Christ (Catechism), C.P.H., 1953, $1.75. 
The Gospel in Leviticus, J. A. Seiss, $3.95. 
Luther in the 20th Century, Peter Brunner 
and Bern. J. Holm, 1961, $3.00. The Trans- 
formation of the Scientific World View, Karl 
Heim, 1953, $3.50. Out of Old Ruts (Ser- 
mons), Oscar C. Hansen, 1961, $1.75. The 
Answer of Faith (sermonic addresses), 1961, 
$2.50. What Is the Church? Jas. H. Hanson, 
1951, $1.25. The Holy Spirit and Our Faith, 
J. N. Kildahl, 1960, $1.00. Why Did It Hap- 
pen to Me? (“Christian Answers about Faith 
and Health”), David Belgum, Augsburg Publ. 
House, 1960, $1.75. R. E. Golladay, Sermons 
(Ancient Gospels and Epistles, Eisenach Gos- 
pels and Epistles, Thomasius Gospels and 
Epistles—6 vols. in all). The Concept of New- 
ness in the New Testament, Roy A. Harris- 
ville, 1960, $1.95. The Sermon on the Mount, 
F. B. Meyer, 1959, $2.50 Eldersveld, Getting 
the Right Pitch (Sermons), 1949, $2.00. Christ 
in Art, Jos. L. French, 1900. Der Evangelische 
Geistliche, Wm. Loehe, two volumes, 1861 and 
1866. Kirchenagenda, Missouri Synode, 1902. 
Die Leidensgeschichte, E. Eckhardt, C.P.H., 
1936, $2.00. Predigten, F. Pfotenhauer, 1938, 
$1.00. Beichtreden, C. C. Schmidt, 1922. Col- 
lectivism in the Churches, Edgar C. Bundy, 
$2.00. Weimar Bible. — Address: Confes- 
sional Lutheran, Box 3097, Clinton, Iowa. 


@® What Our Readers Say 


“I was not aware that such a publication 
as the Confessional Lutheran existed until 
recently when a concerned layman in our 
church urged me to subscribe. Thank God 
we still have Christian leaders in our beloved 
Missouri Synod. — Mrs. H., California. 


Please find enclosed a check for one year’s 
subscription to the Confessional Lutheran. 
I have been a reader of your publication for 
several years and have always enjoyed read- 
ing your remarks and appreciated your con- 
cern in striving to maintain the conservative 
doctrinal stand of the Church. — Pastor, 
Wisconsin. 


Enclosed find a cheque in the amount of 
$3.00 for subscription and membership as a 
small help in your astounding and good work. 
Keep it up! — Pastor, British Columbia. 
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Enclosed $3.00 for subscription and mem- 
bership. May God greatly bless your writing 
and your work in the interest of keeping our 
church with the pure Word of God. — 
Pastor, California. 


.... 1am enclosing $2.00 for the Con- 
fessional Lutheran to be sent to — —, Ill. 
— Mrs. K., St. Louis, Mo. 


Enclosed find a check of $5.00, for which 
please send a year’s subscription to — — and 
keep $3.00 for mailing purposes on the papers 
you send out. I have enclosed a list of names 
of people who, I think, would do a lot of good 
for the cause. —- Layman, Minnesota. 


It has been on my mind for some time to 
write to you and to thank you and your group 
for your firm stand on God’s Word and that 
though you have been assailed from every 
side you have remained undaunted. Let me 
assure you that you have my thanks, and you 
have many, many more supporters in Canada. 
We are alarmed here as to what is happening 
in our beloved synod. May God preserve us 
from selling our heritage for a mass of pottage. 
While reading the Lutheran Witness, pp. 7 
and 19, Jan. 9, 1962, ‘Frustration at New 
Delhi there seemed to be the indication given 
that it was very regrettable that we are not 
part of the WCC so we could speak. Further- 
more, the last two paragraphs of this article 
have strong implications toward unionism. 
We no longer seem to have a clear-cut, crisp 
theological air. We, the younger pastors of 
our church, hardly know where to take our 
stand! We are truly living in a time of 
“theological garbage.” — Pastor, Canada. 


For the enclosed check please send me 
50 copies of the .... issue of the Confes- 
sional Lutheran. The additional one dollar is 
to cover mailing charges. — Layman, Illinois. 


Enclosed is $2.00 which is for a gift sub- 
scription to be sent to — —. In these troubled 
times it is a real joy to read your well edited 
magazine. — Layman, Milwaukee, Wis. 


I am enclosing $5.00 for renewal of my 
subscription and membership. I am also en- 
closing $2.00 for a friend, — —. Keep up the 
good work. Our congregation and members 
stand 100% with you. — Layman, Michigan. 


Enclosed please find $2.00, the subscrip- 
tion price of the paper which so valiantly 
defends the faith of our fathers. May you 
continue your task of defending Biblical 
truths against the march of Modernism. — 
Layman, Illinois. 
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Please extend my subscription to the Con- 
fessional Lutheran for two years. Use’ the 
balance of. the enclosed $10 for operating ex- 
penses. —- Pastor, St. Louis, Mo. 


Will you please regard me as a future 
subscriber to the Confessional Lutheran and 
send copies to me direct at the above address. 
I am very happy over the confessional tone 
of your paper. Pastor, Australia. 


Please find enclosed a limited cheque for 
11 dollars for: 1) renewal of subscription and 
donation, — ($5.00); 2) three new subscrip- 
tions to be sent to — —. As you continue to 
speak out against the attacks on the inerrancy 
of God’s Word, and against unionistic indif- 
ference, and have to suffer the slight of being 
called loveless critics and radicals, I join 
you in the prayer to the Lord to behold their 
threatenings and grant unto you His servants 
that with all boldness you may continue to 
speak His Word (Acts 4,29). — Pastor, 
Australia. 


@ The Kind of Leadership We Need 


“We need a leadership that will articulate 
and not mutter; one that will move and not 
dawdle; one that will state issues rather than 
create fog.” 

— Selected; heading supplied by us. 


PLEASE REPORT PROMPTLY TO US 
at 1163 S. Euclid Street 
Oak Park, Dlinois 
ANY CHANGE IN YOUR ADDRESS 


This may mean a considerable Saving 
in Postage and will be much appreciated. 


® “Vatican Council” 


What did you think of the article on the 
Vatican Council in the October 16th Lutheran 
Witness, page 19? Didn’t it give you the feel- 
ing of being unadulterated Roman _propa- 
ganda? Personally, it is horrifying to have 
our church papers print the Pope’s Bull with- 
out one word of correction! Luther had the 
good sense to burn the Pope’s Bull. 

In days gone by the Lutheran Witness 
dealt with other papal bulls, but with what a 
difference in tone! Here’s an article of July 
29, 1924: “In his latest bull the overlord of 
all Romanists . . . invites all non-Catholics to 
return to the Pope’s fold... . All this sounds 
very peaceful and kind, but, after all, it is but 
the deceitful imitation of the call of the Good 
Shepherd by which the sheep are to be lured 
into the thicket where the wolf lurks.... 
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“That Protestant who accepts the invitg- 
tion must not only deny that he is saved } 
faith in Christ, but... must agree to Curse 
all who believe that faith in the blood of 
Jesus Christ saves the sinner. .... What dark. 
ness must have come upon the. soul of one 
who can thus cast Christ and His precioys 
Word aside and choose instead the Antichrist! 
... The Antichrist offers us the slavery of 
vain superstition ... a hopeless eternity. We 
shall have to tell the Pope that we have a 
previous invitation (John 10:28) which we 
much prefer.” 

From the Sunday bulletin of St. John’s 

Lutheran Church, St. James, Minnesota; 

the Rev. Arthur Drevlow, pastor. 


@ Dr. Robert C. Schultz 


We note that Prof. Robert C. Schultz, 
whose “Letter” in the September Cresset, 
denying the inerrancy of Holy Scripture, we 
referred to in the October issue of our journal, 
p. 102, has resigned his membership in the 
Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod’s English 
District to join the Lutheran Church in 
America. (See official announcement in the 
Lutheran Witness, Oct. 16.) Inquiry by us 
has revealed that he has since some time 
ago not longer been a member of the faculty 
of Valparaiso University. He continues, how- 
ever, to be listed among the staff of the 
Cresset, published by the Valparaiso Univer- 
sity Press, as one of its regular ‘‘Contributors.” 


@ Something to Think About 
“Amazing as it is,” says Dr. Lowrie, speak- 
ing of America, where many preachers have 
ceased to preach from Bible-texts, “the people 
still believe the Bible, in spite of the pain- 
staking efforts of a million ministers, Sunday 
by Sunday, throughout several generations, 
to convince them that it is not essentially 
different from any other book.” (Taken from 
Frederick Kent, Karl Barth and His Teaching, 
Independent Press Ltd., London, 1937, p. 16.) 
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@ “New Theological Insights” 
in St. Louis 


Dr. A. O. Fuerbringer, President of Con- 
cordia Seminary in St. Louis, has in the 
Lutheran Witness (April 4, 1961) served as 
apologist for “new theological insights” and 
his faculty’s controversial Statement on the 
Form and Function of the Holy Scriptures 
in the Controversy concerning the Word of 
God within the Missouri Synod. Defending 
the proposition that “theology moves,” he 
has said (p. 19): 

“Influential churchmen like Bishop 
James Pike or dynamic teachers and 
authors like Professors Karl Barth, Rudolf 
Bultmann, John Baillie, Reinhold Nie- 


buhr, and Paul Tillich confront contem- 
porary man with a message that challenges 
his attention and offers him a solution of 
his difiiculties and an answer to his ques- 
tions. When such men speak and write, 
theologians of every denomination have 
the duty to examine these products, to 
‘abhor that which is evil’ and to ‘cleave 
to that which is good.’ (Romans 12, 9.)” 


We have examined the products of the 
men named — all of whom are in the fore- 
front of the most radical Liberalism. From 
time to time we shall, as space allows, acquaint 
our readers with some of their teachings. For 
the present we shall give a bit of attention 
to the theology of Reinhold Niebuhr, who is 
regarded as the leading spokesman of the 
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theology of Liberalism in America. He has 
written almost a score of books, not to men- 
tion endless articles in various journals, and 
something just short of ten volumes has been 
written about his theology by others, 


_ As regards the basic matter of authority 
in religion, Niebuhr insists that 


“It is not possible to establish the claim 
that we have the truth.” (Human Des- 
tiny, p. 248, Charles Scriber’s Sons, N. Y., 
1945. This and a companion volume, on 
Human Nature, 1941, constitute Niebuhr’s 
main, two-volume, work The Nature and 
Destiny of Man.) 

To Niebuhr the Bible is not a divine 
revelation, but a very fallible human docu- 
ment. Science and higher criticism have for 
him once and for all done away with the doc- 
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trine of its plenary inspiration. Myth and 
symbol play a most important role in Nie- 
buhr’s thought. Among the things that are 
myth to him are creation, redemption, and 
“the Last Things.” He says: 

It is a literalistic error to regard the 
Biblical account of the Fall of Adam as 
an historical event. The doctrine of the 
Fall is an existential truth, a mythological 
description of the universal experience of 
the human race which takes place every 
day in the life of men, every one of whom 
is ‘Adam,’ — an inner conflict between 
‘the is and the ought of life. Human 
Destiny, p. 269; Beyond Tragedy, p. 137 
(Scribner’s, 1937). 

Note, by the way, Niebuhr’s use of the 
word “truth” in his “existential,” dialectical 
definition of sin. It is such a use of the word 
“truth” by Modernism that Prof. Martin H. 
Scharlemann in St. Louis persistently defends. 
He insists that in a consideration of the word 
inerrancy “we need to keep in mind that it 
is a modern heresy to identify truth with 
fact.” Likewise, that “Bultmann can rightly 
say that the only historical statement in the 
Apostles’ Creed is the sentence, ‘He suffered 
under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, dead and 
buried.’” This is why he could begin his 
essay on The Inerrancy of Scripture with the 
statement, “In this paper I propose to defend 
the paradox that the Book of God’s truth 
(the Bible) contains errors.” It is in this 
light that his Statement at the Cleveland 
Convention of the Missouri Synod (1962) 
about the Bible’s being “utterly truthful” 
etc. must also be underscored. A man must 
be permitted to interpret himself; he must 
be understood in accordance with his own 
use of words, not in accordance with some- 
one else’s misunderstanding of it! 

Historical Christianity’s Scriptural doc- 
trine of the Incarnation, the divine-human 
nature of Christ, are derided by Niebuhr as 
the “wooden-headed literalism of orthodoxy” 
(Beyond Tragedy, p. 28; Human Destiny, p. 
70), and Jesus is described as a sinner like 
the rest of us; for a man “could nof be 
tempted if he had not already sinned” 
(Human Nature, p. 251). Jesus was, Niebuhr 
says, like others, a child of His times, not 
free of “historical illusions,” and literalistic 
in His understanding of the Old Testament. 
(An Interpretation of Christian Ethics, p. 57, 
Harper and Brothers, New York and Lon- 
don, 1935.) 

Niebuhr demands that the literal historical 
Jesus of Holy Scripture must be distinguished 
from an abstract “Christ of faith,” an ideal 
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said to be created by the former, greater than 
His own possibilities, by which Jesus Himself 
is finally condemned; to identify Jesus with 
Christ, says Niebuhr, is “idolatry.” (An 
Interpretation of Christian Ethics, pp. 15; 
120; Human Nature, p. 164; Human Destiny, 
p. 291f.) 


Personal salvation in the accepted historic 
Christian sense is foreign to Niebuhr’s system 
of thought; Christian faith is conceived of 
wholly in terms of a collective social “re- 
demption” of society. (This explains how 
Niebuhr could in his earlier writings openly 
accept the Marxian analysis of history and 
how he can continue to be enlisted on the 
side of fellow-traveler causes.) In his work 
on Niebuhr, (The Theology of Reinhold 
Niebuhr, p. 159, Wm. B. Eerdmanns Co., 
Grand Rapids, Mich., 1951) Edw. J. Carnell 
has pointed out that in Niebuhr the wisdom 
of the Cross “turns out to be Niebuhr’s own 
wisdom — together with a generous sprin- 
kling of insights from Kierkegaard and Til- 
lich. Existentially, men are saved by their 
perseverance within the tensions of the dia- 
lectic, and not by the precious blood of the 
Lord Jesus Christ.” 


A physical resurrection has always been 
nonsense to Niebuhr; the “resurrection of the 
body” is to him rather a dialectical symbol of 
Christian faith, and a second Coming of 
Christ is simply a mythical symbol expressing 
the faith that those who are devoted to love 
are on the right side in the conflicts of life. 
Human Destiny, p .295; 291. (Note how such 
a misuse of words makes it possible for 
Modernists of Niebuhr’s stamp to confess a 
“resurrection of the body” and a second 
“Coming of Christ.” Let no man deceive you 
with vain words. Such deception is entrenched 
also in St. Louis! ) 


After reading abhorrent things like the 
above, how much that is good und that we 
should cleave to do you suppose can be found 
in the “message” with which Reinhold Nie- 
buhr “confronts contemporary man,” “chal- 
lenges his attention,” and “offers him a solu- 
tion of his difficulties” and “an answer to his 
questions”? We note that Niebuhr admits 
Jesus understood the Old Testament literally; 
but we at the same time note that this is pre- 
cisely one of the things he denounces about 
our Lord! When one reads statements like 
that of Dr. Fuerbringer, one is forced to 
wonder how much of Niebuhr’s “message” 
such men may have read. One in all charity 
wonders if they have perhaps read only 
about the theology of such men and whether 
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their reading has perhaps been confined to 
the wrong sort of references on the subject. 

Note, please, that Dr. Fuerbringer’s state- 
ments in the Lutheran Witness serve to de- 
fend both the controversial St. Louis faculty 
Statement on the Form and Function of Holy 
Scripture and Prof. Scharlemann’s subversive 
views in the Controversy concerning the 
Word of God within the Missouri Synod. The 
two are treated together in the Lutheran 
Witness; they belong together. The Faculty’s 
controversial statement is the afterbirth of 
Prof. Scharlemann’s abortive theology. The 
a must necessarily be rejected with the 
other. 


@® Is Missouri Becoming 
Theologically Illiterate? 


Gross religious Unionism is displacing true 
Christian unity, under the guise of “ecu- 
menical” relations, today; and it is being ex- 
tolled within the Missouri Synod, which once 
was a bulwark against such corruption. This 
is true even to the extent of “openness” to 
an embrace of cultural non-Christian visions, 
as we have pointed out in an article in the 
last issue of our journal. (Cp. Martin E. 
Marty, “The Age after Christendom,” in 
Dialog, Autumn 1962, p. 17.) 

Polemics is yielding to “dialog,” as is 
shown in two other articles in this issue of 
our journal. 

_ _ Distinct confession of doctrine, dogmatics, 
is becoming more and more passé; it is being 
replaced by “exegetical” and “hermeneutical” 
work in which each has his own theological 
“views,” the most common factor of which is 
that they don’t square with Scripture but 
everlastingly raise “questions” with regard to 
it. Recall the announcement of Pres. A. O. 
Fuerbringer of Concordia Seminary in St. 
Louis concerning his faculty’s “new frontier,” 
in which he speaks of theological “questions” 
that have arisen “since our major work in 
dogmatics was done.” (Seminary Newsletter, 
Fall 1960.) And then, his contention con- 
cerning a duty to cleave to that which is 
good in “dynamic teachers and authors like 
Professors Karl Barth, Rudolf Bultmann, 
John Baillie, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Paul 
Tillich,’” who, he says, “confront contem- 
porary man with a message that challenges 
his attention and offers him a solution of his 
difficulties and an answer to his questions.” 
(Lutheran Witness, April 4, 1961, p. 19.) 
Note that all of the men named reject the 
divine authority of Scripture, and all or most 
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of them insist that Jesus was fallible and sin- 
ful. It is questionable whether Tillich even 
believes in a personal God! 


Whereas heresy formerly was (and to us 
still is) that wherein doctrinal disagreement 
on the part of those who depart from Scrip- 
ture was rooted, it is now said by a Vice- 
President of the Missouri Synod that it is in 
heresy that insistence on complete unity in 
doctrine and practice as necessary for fel- 
lowship or even as possible in this life has its 
roots! (Release 62-124 of the News Bureau 
of the National Lutheran Council, Oct. 25, 
1962.) 


Conventions are conducted in a manner 
which keeps real issues in a fog; and the 
greatest satisfaction is voiced when as a result 
it can be reported that the vote, leaving mat- 
ters unsettled after years of entrenchment 
of error, due to lack of proper discipline, was 
650 to 20, or even 650 to 12 — whereas the 
wonder of it is that, thank God, there were 
any negative votes at all, not to mention 
abstentions! One is reminded of the days of 
Elijah and Ahab, when the vote — in the 
Church of that day — representing false 
prophets on the one hand and a true prophet 
of the Lord on the other hand, was 850 to 1, 
and when the troubled people of Israel, under 
the baneful influence of their top leadership, 
were challenged by that great minority not 
to halt between two opinions and (under- 
standably) “answered him not a word.” (I 
Kings, 18, 17ff.) 


Has enough been said, or shall we go on? 
This is why we ask: Is Missouri becoming the 
theologically illiterate — especially at the 
top? Under prevailing circumstances we 
regard this as a most charitable question, 
For, certainly, a much worse case could be 
made out of the situation which undeniably 
confronts us. 


Congregations must in any case call a 
speedy halt to such a situation. It is to them 
that synodical officials are responsible. And 
it is for them a matter either to do or to die. 


@ A Parallel to the Case 
of George Major within the 
Missouri Synod Today 


In the early days of the Reformation era 
there were not a few men who hailed the 
Scriptural teaching of Martin Luther with 
enthusiastic acclaim and did much fine work 
to reestablish the old truths of the Christian 


religion. But unfortunately a number of them 
became guilty of aberrations which threatened 
the very heart and soul of the Christian truth. 
Some of the wrong teachings of some of these 
men have been presented in other connections. 

One of the men with whom we are here 
concerned was George Major, a teacher at the 
university and for a long time a faithful ad- 
herent of the great Reformer. In his zeal for 
the full truth of the Gospel he followed the 
misleading of Melanchthon and others by 
asserting that “good works are necessary to 
salvation,” thus practically denying the fun- 
damental teaching of the Gospel that man is 
saved by faith alone, without the deeds of 
the Law. The controversy began in earnest 
in 1558. At that time he stated, indeed, that 
he would no longer employ the words “Good 
works are necessary to salvation,” on account 
of the false interpretations placed upon it. 
“In making this concession, however, Major 
did not at all intend to retract his teaching 
or to condemn his proposition as false. He 
promised to abstain from its use, not because 
he was now convinced of his error and viewed 
his propositions as false and incorrect as such, 
but merely because it was ambiguous and 
liable to abuse, and because he wished to end 
the conflict.” (Intro. to Triglot, 120.) 

Do we have a parallel in recent church 
history, when men, acknowledging the in- 
spiration of Holy Scriptures, nevertheless 
deny their inerrancy? — No clever use of 
semantics will change the fact that the denial 
of inerrancy must necessarily deny also the 
inspiration of the Word of truth. And the 
fact that even responsible officials have en- 
dorsed the position of the dissidents will only 
aggravate the situation. We still hold to the 
declaration: Rein ab und Christo an, so ist 
die Sach’ getan. 

— Dr. P. E. Kretzmann, formerly pro- 
fessor at Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 
in the Conservative Lutheran Defender, 
October 1962. (Heading altered by us.) 


@ The Salami Technique 


Under the above heading, the Lutheran 
Sentinel some time ago (May 10, 1962) 
directed itself to the doctrinal situation pre- 
vailing within the Missouri Synod. 


We know the salami technique: little by 
little, all is sliced away. 


The Sentinel says: 


The devil is no stranger to this tech- 
nique in his fight against the Church, Is 
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he? Oh, he may at times make a direct, 
frontal assault in an attempt to destroy 
the gospel once and for all for a people, 
but more often than not he is content 
with the “salami technique” — slicing 
away a little truth at a time until finally 
he has removed from the Christian the 
gospel of God’s grace in Christ to lost 
sinners. 

Is not this the usual procedure in the 
deterioration of the doctrinal position of 
a church body? Its spiritual heritage does 
not disappear in one big chunk, but rather 
slice by slice. Certain doctrines, often 
distinctive doctrines, are first soft-pedaled, 
then modified, and finally discarded. Un- 
christian practice may at first be gently 
rebuked, then met with silence, later with 
toleration, and finally with approval. 

What makes it so difficult to wage 
war against such an enemy? It is this: 
“No single slice has seemed big enough 
to justify a fight.” How easy for us to 
tolerate that which is often called “‘a little 
error,” and this in spite of what God tells 
us about “a little leaven.” How easy to 
become conditioned to the new position, 
and then to become conditioned anew 
each time the devil takes another slice of 
doctrine from us. 

After having thus spoken in general, the 
Lutheran Sentinel directs itself more par- 
ticularly to Missouri: 


We cannot help but think of our former 
sister Synod of Missouri. This Synod once 
stood unsullied throughout the whole 
world as the fearless confessor of the 
truth of the Gospel. But not so today. For 
some years now there has been a slicing 
away of her spiritual heritage, and the 
slices have not been getting any smaller 
of late. Her officials vehemently deny 
this, but friend and foe alike on the out- 
side have seen and testified of it... . 


What can we of the ELS say to our 
many friends in Missouri who with us 
would still believe, teach and confess the 
old Missouri doctrine? We can only say: 
“Fight! Don’t be deceived by the ‘salami 
technique’ and think that you have so 
much of the old doctrine left that there 
is no need to wage all-out warfare... . 
May the Lord give you not one but hun- 
dreds of fearless confessors who will 
‘earnestly contend for the faith once de- 
livered to the saints.’ ” 


“Sure I must fight if I would reign; 
Increase my courage, Lord! 
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I'll bear the cross, endure the pain, 
Supported by Thy Word.” 


@ “Dialog” Concerning Biblical 
Authority in St. Louis. 


The St. Louis Lutheran (Oct. 13) has 
reported that the first “dialog” between Lu- 
theran clergymen and other Protestant clergy- 
men in the St. Louis area was held at Con- 
cordia Seminary on Oct. 1. The “dialog” was 
opened by prepared addresses on “The 
Authority of Our Faith” by Dr. Allen O. Mil- 
ler of Eden Seminary and by a Missouri Synod 
pastor. 

Passing over other items for the time 
being, we wish to quote Dr. Miller as reported 
in the publication already referred to: 

“The basic question, Dr. Miller pointed 
out, is ‘How, where and for what purpose 
has God’s authority been vested?’ Cathol- 
icism, both in the East and West, has fol- 
lowed a sacerdotal pattern vesting author- 
ity in the church itself, he noted. Lutheran 
and Calvinist churches, he observed, have 
generally placed authority in the Scrip- 
tures for the ‘purpose of bearing witness 
to the Lord Jesus.’ A third group, made 
up of Ana-baptists, place emphasis on in- 
dividual experience, validated by the 
Holy Spirit working in people, he ob- 
served.” 

This is, by and large, a fair summary of 
the historical situation, except that something 
more needs to be said concerning the purpose 
of Holy Scripture, as declared by itself and 
accepted by genuine Lutheranism. See, for 
instance, II Tim. 3, 13-17. 


As regards Catholicism, the Jesuit Gustave 
Weigel, the foremost apologist of the Roman 
Catholic faith over against Protestantism in 
our country, has, for instance, said: 


“... The Church is not the fruit of the 
Book but rather the Book is a fruit of the 
Church. Hence it is that the Catholic does 
not say in the first instance, What does 
the Book say? Rather he asks, What does 
the teaching Church say? The Church and 
the Book say the same thing, and since the 
Book is in a peculiar sense God’s Word, 
he will turn to the Book {inclusive of 
subversive notes on the Biblical text and 
the Apocrypha}. However, this is not his 
ultimate recourse. He has only one ulti- 
mate recourse, the Church herself, and 
the Book is accepted from her hand and 
with her explanation | Catholic Tradition]. 
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The Book is not the proof but only a 
divine expression in human language of 
the Church’s teaching. Over the Book 
stands the Church, while according to the 
Reform [Reformation] conception, over 
the Church stands the Book.” (The 
Papal Encyclicals in Their Historical Con- 
text: The Teachings of the Popes, Edited 
by Anne Fremantle, 1956, Mentor, p. 11.) 


The genuine Lutheran position is that 


“We receive and embrace with our whole 
heart the Prophetic and Apostolic Scrip- 
tures of the Old and New Testaments as 
the pure, clear fountain of Israel, which 
is the only true standard by which all 
teachers and doctrines are to be judged.” 
Formula of Concord, Triglot Edition, p. 
851:3. (The historic Confessions or Sym- 
bols of the Lutheran Church are just that 
— its unanimous CONFESSION or WIT- 
NESS of the truth — the faith of the rule 
as distinguished from the rule of faith — 
BECAUSE it has been taken from God’s 
Word.) 


The third position, referred to by Dr. 
Miller, which places “emphasis on individual 
experience, validated by the Holy Spirit work- 
ing in people,” is the position of Religious 
Enthusiasm. It is represented by Karl Barth 
and a great host of followers in the Ecumen- 
ical Movement of our day. This position is 
being deceptively proclaimed as ‘Biblical 
Theology.” Is it not significant that according 
to the report in the St. Louis Lutheran Dr. 
Miller “observed the ‘interesting commentary’ 
that the ‘position presented as Lutheran |in 
the dialog at Concordia Seminary on Oct. 1] 
is currently being called Biblical theology’ ” 
and that “the present trend (sic) may be a 
‘feather in the cap’ of Lutheranism’’? 


Equally strange is the statement of the 
Missourian leader in this dialog (Rev. Herbert 
Hohenstein), as reported, that ‘‘the faith of 
Lutherans is not in the Bible as such but 
through the Bible to faith in the triune God.” 
We indeed distinguish most carefully between 
justifying faith (the sole object of which is 
God’s grace for Christ’s sake — not just any 
Christ in His mere Person apart from His 
saving work, or some abstraction of such a 
“Christ,” as Modernism has it!) and faith in 
general as divinely-wrought confident trust in 
God’s Word. But in this latter sense the 
faith of genuine Lutherans is certainly faith 
in the Bible as such. It is just here that 
genuine Lutheranism distinguishes itself from 
Modernism’s so-called ‘Biblical’ theology. 
This is what is at issue in the Controversy 
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concerning the Word of God within the Mis- 
souri Synod today. 

How long will this controversy be per- 
mitted to go on? 

The answer is up to you. 


@ More Ecumenical “Dialog” 
in St. Louis 


The Lutheran Layman for November re- 
ported more “dialog” at St. Louis, this time 
between Protestants and Catholics. Featuring 
the remarks of a Missouri Synod professor, 
the report on the dialog, sponsored by the 
St. Louis chapter of the National Religious 
Publicity Council, begins by saying: 

“There is a growing realization that 
truth can have different legitimate forms 
of expression —- that there is more than 
one way of saying the same thing,” Prof. 
Herbert Mayer of Concordia Seminary, 
St. Louis, stated during a Catholic-Prot- 
estant dialog. 


No doubt, we will be told that this is 
“testifying” — in accordance with the fashion 
of the day. Indeed, Prof. Mayer is reported 
to have gone on to say: 


“A real aroma and aura of honesty has 
entered the picture” of Catholic-Protestant 
communication. “Today’s ecumenical pres- 
sure [to which alleged leaders in our 
church are succumbing, as the present 
example shows] is not artificial — it’s real 
— and increasing at the grassroots level.” 


Topping off this choice report, the same 
issue of the Lutheran Layman notes a state- 
ment by Dr. Jaroslav Pelikan, a member of 
the Missouri Synod’s clergy, which appeared 
in The Quad, student publication at Concordia 
Seminary in St. Louis: 


“TY am firmly committed to the ecumen- 
ical movement, which I consider the work 
of the Holy Spirit. [We are enjoined not 
to believe every spirit, but to try the 
spirits, and so also the spirit of the ecu- 
menical movement, as to whether or not 
they are of God: because many false 
prophets are gone out into the world, 
I John 4,1. This is a most gracious warn- 
ing by our Lord which comes to us through 
His Apostle in Holy Scripture.] As a 
member of the Commission on Faith and 
Order of the World Council of Churches, 
I think we now have something like an 
ecumenical consensus of a very substan- 
tial sort emerging across denominational 
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lines. . . . The difference between the 

Knights of Columbus and the typical Lu- 

theran men’s club is pretty hard to tell...” 

What do you think of this, you members 
of typical Lutheran men’s clubs? And what 
do you think you ought to do about it? 


URGE YOUR FRIENDS AND 
ACQUAINTENCES TO SUBSCRIBE 
to the 
CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


$2.00 per Year 


(Memberships, from $3 up,. which help 
to support the work of the CLPB in a 
larger way, include a_ subscription) 


Order from: 1163 S. Euclid Avenue 
Oak Park, Iil. 


@ Pining Away before Rome’s 
Pomp and Circumstance 


Much has been made in the public press, 
both secular and religious, of the pomp and 
circumstance attending the Second Vatican 
Council of the Roman Catholic Church which 
was convened by the pope under the auspices 
of the Virgin Mother of God. 

In this connection we wish to call atten- 
tion to what Rome in her Canons and Decrees 
of the Council of Trent kas, by confusion of 
her worship of the sacramental element in her 
Mass with the worship due Christ Himself, 
officially said about such matters when stating 
the “cult and veneration” to be shown her 
host in her Corpus Christi processions. The 
worship which Rome here demands is latria, 
the highest of the three forms of worship 
which she teaches and practices; worship “due 
to the true God, to this most holy sacrament,” 
as distinguished from the worship of saints, 
etc. By virtue of power claimed for her spe- 
cial priesthood alone, the substance of the 
bread and wine in the sacrament are said to 
be changed into the substance of the body 
and blood of Christ (transubstantiation), and 
the “host,” retaining its original meaning of 
sacrifice, is offered up tc: God as just that. 
Concerning the pomp and circumstance of 
her Corpus Christi processions Rome has 
therefore said: 

“And so indeed did it behove victorious 

truth to celebrate a triumph over false- 

hood and heresy, that thus her adversaries, 
at the sight of so much splendor, and in 
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the midst of so great joy of the universal 
Church [Rome], may either pine away 
weakened and broken; or, touched with 
shame and confounded, at length repent 
Jreturn to Rome].” (Session XIII, Chapt. 
V; J. Waterworth Tr., p. 79. Emphasis 
there. ) 
“Who is like unto the beast!” (Rev. 14, 4.) 
Thus perverting the Christian sacrament 
to her own glorification, Rome moreover in 
an express canon (law) pronounces her 
“anathema” (curse) on all who say that (as 
our Lord Himself assures us is the case) “the 
principle fruit of the most holy Eucharist is 
the remission of sins.” (P. 838.) 


The question, by the way, how come that 
in the Roman Missal (followed also by Prot- 
estant Churches) “and all his pomps” has 
been dropped from the ancient renunciation 
formula (“Do you renounce the devil, and 
all his pomps, works, and ways?”) at the 
reception of candidates into the Church by 
baptism, might prove to be an interesting 
one. Perhaps it should prove especially inter- 
esting to High Church enthusiasts. 


Judged by what they themselves say, 
Protestant “ecumaniacs” indeed seem ready 
to pine away before Rome. When Frederick 
Nolde (a member of the clergy of the United 
Lutheran Church in America) left Phila- 
delphia to attend the First Assembly of the 
World Council of Churches, in Amsterdam, 
and to become one of its big wheels as its 
Director of International Affairs, the Phila- 
delphia Inquirer on July 17, 1948 reported 
him as saying: “In a popular sense this first 
meeting of the World Council could be spoken 
of as a reversal of a trend which began at 
the Reformation.” 


Need more be said? 


@ Rome and the CRESSET 


In the October issue of the Cresset, pub- 
lished by the Valparaiso University Press and 
edited by O. P. Kretzmann, President of 
Valpo, one reads: 


“Christians of all denominations who have 
received ‘grace seriously to lay to heart 
the great dangers we are in by our un- 
happy divisions’ will follow with prayerful 
concern the deliberations of this fall’s 
Vatican Council. The Roman Catholic 
Church is our mother, from whose house 
we are, for the time being, absent... .” 


Assuming that the Cresset editorship still 
accepts such things as divinely authoritative, 
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it could learn something from the Epistle of 
Paul the Apostle (by Jesus Christ, and God 
the Father, who raised Him from the dead) 
to the Galatians. Here he writes that, in con- 
trast to the then apostate Jerusalem, which 
by virtue of an enslaving legalism was in 
bondage with her children, the Jerusalem 
which is above and which is free “is our 
Mother,’ chapt. 4, 25-26. And then the 
Cresset might turn to Rev. 17, where apostate 
Rome is described as “the great whore that 
sitteth upon many waters (representing 
‘peoples, and multitudes, and nations, and 
tongues,’ v. 15): with whem the kings of the 
earth have committed fornication, and the 
inhabitants of the earth have been made 
drunk with the wine of her fornication,” v. 1f. 
and “the mother of herlots” etc., v. 5. 


Is it in order that one suggest to the 
Cresset not to give to this other and her house 
the honor that belongs to our true spiritual 
mother and to the house of our heavenly 
Father, about whose business we ought to be 
— following the example of Christ and of 
Luther, for instance, whose name we happen 
to bear? 


@ Irresponsible Use of Language 


When the matter of (consultative) mem- 
bership of certain boards of the Missouri 
Synod in the National Council of Churches 
came up for discussion at the Cleveland Con- 
vention last June, the Rev. Paul Neipp of 
Ridgecrest, Calif., Editor of the excellent anti- 
Communist study club publication Through 
to Victory, advocated complete dis-fellowship 
with that leftist ecclesiastical organization be- 
cause of addiction of ever so many of its 
leaders to causes that must undeniably be 
identified as communistic objectives. He 
quoted the exact words of Staff Director 
Richard Ahrens of the United States Con- 
gressional House Committee on Un-American 
Activities from the government document 
Issues Presented by Air Reserve Center Train- 
ing Manual, Hearing before the Committee on 
Un-American Activities House of Represen- 
tatives, Kighty-Sixth Congress, Second Session, 
February 25, 1960, as follows. (We have 
underlined certain words for purposes of 
comparison with another statement, replying 
to Pastor Neipp’s statement, which will also 
follow. ) 


Thus far of the leadership of the National 
Council of Churches of Christ in America, 
we have found over 100 persons in leader- 
ship capacity with either communist-front 
records or service to communist causes. 


The aggregate affiliations of leadership, 
instead of being in the hundreds as the 
chairman first indicated, is now, according 
to our latest count, into the thousands, 
and we have yet to complete our check, 
which would certainly suggest, on the basis 
of the authoritative scurces of this com- 
mittee, that the statement that there is 
infiltration of fellow-travelers in churches 
and educational institutions is a complete 
understatement. 


After Pastor Neipp had carefully read the 
above statement, Dr. O. P. Kretzmann, Presi- 
dent of Valparaiso University, rose to reply 
that he did not support the theology of the 
NCC nor Communism, and then he went on 
with a show of great indignation to say (em- 
phasis has been added by us for comparison 
with the above): 


If, however, as we just heard on this floor, 
a blanket indictment is made of certain 
leaders and they are called publicly on 
the convention floor ‘communists, that 
sort of statement must not go uncorrected 
and without protest. As I say, personally 
I have little to do with some of the 
economic and social pcsitions some of the 
men have advocated (sic) ... but, Mr. 
Chairman, it should not leave the floor 
of any church convention a blanket indict- 
ment of some fellow-Christians (sic) by 
calling them communists. This is one of 
the great dangers, brethren .. . the ab- 
solutely irresponsible use of language... . 
I for one protest against having these 
fellow-citizens of ours called in public or 
in private members of the communist 
party. 


In the July issue of his Campus Com- 
mentary Dr. Kretzmann gave a garbled ac- 
count of his Cleveland Statement and de- 
plored that his readers may have heard — 
“garbled versions of it.” Because of this, 
Pastor Neipp, in the October issue of 
Through to Victory, under the heading “Un- 
garbling the Garbled,” faithfully retold what 
did happen at Cleveland end concluded: “Let 
the reader judge who is guilty of ‘the abso- 
lutely irresponsible use of language.’ ” 


Through to Victory (731 N. Sanders, 
Ridgecrest, Calif.; one dollar per year) has 
a large enough circulatior. of its own to need 
no introduction by us. Yet, we know that we 
have readers whom it is not reaching, and we 
have therefore here reproduced the above 
facts. 

It is an old trick of the human mind, when 
it is not kept under proper control, to deny 
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with vehemence allegations which no one has 
made. (And let us add that this is regularly 
done, knowingly, by certain leftist groups; it 
is a vital part of their defensive equipment. ) 
This is what the President of Valparaiso did 
at the Cleveland Convention. He likely does 
not realize this. But this does not absolve 
him from blame. On the contrary, his “abso- 
lutely irresponsible use of language,” while 
leveling precisely that charge at an innocent 
opponent, establishes his guilt in any case. 
If the President of Valparaiso showed signs 
of some interest in names and data supple- 
menting the above unimpeachable evidence, 
these could be readily supplied; about the 
only problem would be that of keeping such 
names and facts down to a minimum. But if 
the Valpo President should expect his rude 
violation of the commandment “Thou shalt 
not bear false witness against thy neighbor” 
to command respect, he must be left sorely 
disillusioned. 


It looks as though a good study course in 
anti-communism and in the use of language 
would be in order at Valpo. 


@ A Shelter for Knaves 


“The stifling of criticism is a shelter for 
knaves.” — J. B. Matthews, in Odyssey of a 
Fellow Traveler (p. 110). 


@ The Development of “Ecumenical 
Theology” within the World 
Council of Churches 


The May 1962 issue of Lutheran World, 
quarterly publication of the Lutheran World 
Federation, was devoted to a survey and 
evaluation of the Third Assembly of the 
World Council of Churches, at New Delhi, 
India, toward the close of 1961. From this 
lengthy report we can cite but brief portions; 
however, even these should prove rewarding 
to the careful reader. 


“Many persons at the Assembly,” Lu- 
theran World states, “asked themselves what 
the full import was of the fact that this im- 
portant discussion on the nature and meaning 
of Christian witness in the world was being 
held in India of all places For India is not 
only the classic land of religions, temples, 
and holy men, but also the land of striving 
after religious unity, the land of syncretism 
{our emphasis], whose magic words are: 
tolerance and unity in diversity... . 


“Against this background there is a crit- 
ical question for Christians. Was it made 
clear to the world in New Delhi that the 
message of Christ as the Light of the World 
|this was the Assembly theme] is something 
fundamentally different from the many other 
manifestations of the religious longing of 
humanity? Were we really witnesses to Jesus 
Christ, or did we get bogged down again in 
those generalities which the world so gladly 
accepts from us, without being in the least 
affected by them? In our necessary striving 
towards a stronger and more visible unity 
in Christendom do we perhaps involuntarily 
fall prey to those self-same syncretistic rules 
and tactics that are so readily accepted in 
India and yet so devastating? We are striving 
towards the unity of Christendom so as to 
strengthen witness to Christ by the common 
effort of all Christians. Could it be that in our 
striving we are already letting thought-pat- 
terns take hold which condemn this much- 
desired fellowship of Christian witness to 
failure?” 


Under the heading “One World, One 
Religion?” Lutheran World goes on to say: 
“The problem here posed was spotlighted at 
the reception given the Assembly delegates 
in New Delhi by the ‘World Fellowship of 
Religions.’ 


“Words of greeting were spoken by 
avant-garde ‘ecumenical’ Jain, Sikh and Hindu 
leaders who took it quite for granted that the 
‘ecumenists’ of all religions should band to- 
gether and present a united front to the 
world. All work towards the same goal, the 
creation of one single world religion as the 
basis of the coming one world government. 
One can hardly maintain that there was any 
particularly original or profound thought in 
speeches made by the worthy and bearded 
Sikh leader and the ascctic Jain holy-man. 
The responses of the two Christian church 
leaders were friendly but showed signs of 
embarrassment, and were generally innocu- 
ous, without the vestige of Christian witness. 


“This impression was, if anything con- 
firmed on looking through the volume of 
official minutes of the World Conference of 
Religions held in New Delhi in November 
1957, which was ceremoniously presented on 
the occasion of the reception. What does it 
mean that Christians are here claimed to be 
working for the same goals as others, that 
they are met with vocabulary similar to that 
which is so familiar in Christian ecumenical 
work? One is tempted to quote at length to 
point out this striking parallelism: unity in 
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diversity; the defense of religion in face of 
secularism and atheism; the fatherhood of 
God and the brotherhood of men; love and 
self-sacrifice as the center of religious ethics; 
the renunciation of polemics; the reform and 
revival of true religion from the stultifications 
of tradition; godly impatience and responsible 
daring — it’s all there. 


“Then, too, there is the happy surprise of 
many an ecumenist in finding that the other 
religions too have such upright men deeply 
concerned about the same thing as them- 
selves. What should then prevent us from 
working together? Would not any attitude 
other than that of cooperation imply a narrow 
confessionalism, along with that very intoler- 
ance and exclusiveness we are struggling 
against within the Christian family. These 
‘ecumenists of a world religion,’ too, believe 
in dialog, in ‘conversation’ as the only possible 
way of together attaining to truth. There 
can only be one truth. All great religious 
leaders have been in her service. It is only 
necessary to consider and evaluate in com- 
mon what each has learned in order to arrive 
at the golden mean and to approach the 
one truth.” 


We here want to inject that Prof. Sittler 
(Lutheran Church in America), one of the 
main speakers at New Delhi, refused to say 
that Christ is the only Light of the World. 


Somewhat earlier, Lutheran World had 
referred to the sermon of Pastor U Ba 
Hmyin, a Baptist from Burma, in the opening 
service at New Delhi: ‘. . . one could not 
help but feel that the danger of religious 
syncretism was not far away. ‘In addition to 
the occidental theology based on Hellenic 
thought and structure, we also need the con- 
tribution of Oriental mode of apprehension 
based on primitive Christianity of Hebraic 
origin. Because the oriental mode of think- 
ing in which the opposite can exist together 
as part of the whole can bring all mankind 
together to encounter with God.’” [Emphasis 
in Lutheran World. | 


Because of the “dilemma” of the Holy 
Spirit and non-Christian “faith” and due to 
the new development of “ecumenical the- 
ology” and the challenge of the resurgent 
religions, the joint Department of Missionary 
Studies of the WCC and the International 
Missionary Council [now merged] had after 
the Evanston Assembly of the WCC in 1954 
undertaken a study of “The Word of God and 
the Living Faiths of Men.” In the main lec- 
ture on “Witness” at New Delhi, Prof. Paul 
Devanandan (Church of South India), Direc- 
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tor of the Christian Institute for the Study 
of Religion and Society in Bangalore, asserteq 
that there was “an earnest desire to crogg 
over the fraternity of those who sincerely 
seek to understand and fulfil God’s will for 
the world of men.” He said that if religious 
faith is to be regarded also in terms of 
response it would be difficult for the Chris. 
tian to deny these deep, inner strivings of the 
human spirit are in response to the creative 
activity of the Holy Spirit. (Emphasis in 
Lutheran World.) Under the heading “Not to 
Destroy, but to Fulfil” he went on to take up 
“the question of whether the preaching of the 
Gospel must necessarily result in the annihi- 
lation of other religions or whether perhaps 
(Eph. 1,10) the final gathering-up of all 
religions in Christ has not to be seen as the 
goal of God’s plans for the world.” 


“Particularly revealing,” says Lutheran 
World, “was the exposition by M. M. Thomas, 
also of the Christian Institute for the Study 
of Religion and Society in Bangalore, a lay- 
man from the Mar Thoma Syrian Church of 
Malabar. His theme was ‘The Challenge to 
the Churches in the New Nations in Africa 
and Asia.’” “It is hardly possible,” says 
Lutheran World, “to imagine a worse con- 
fusion of the basic biblical categories describ- 
ing the relationship of the kingdom of God 
to the world! The task of the church, it is 
said, is primarily to go along with and con- 
form to the world, otherwise its ‘witness’ 
will not be heard!” (This, by the way, is 
precisely what Missourians are being told 
concerning their “witness” over against the 
religious unionism of the ecumenical move- 
ment, and enthusiasts among us are breaking 
their theological necks in their haste so to 
“witness.” ) The promise of Christ concern- 
ing a new heaven and a new earth are 
“turned into concrete, human and imminent 
expectations. The biblical hope in God's 
world-changing action gives way to a this- 
worldly future of mankind planned by man. 
The ideal of a new order of society replaces 
a new age dawning with the second coming 
of Christ. Eschatology and utopia form an 
amalgam.” 


“Finally, it is worthy of note that these 
‘ecumenists’ also propagate the slogans of the 
Peace Movement. Representatives from Rus- 
sia and Hungary were present, for example 
at the world Conference of Religions in 
Delhi in 1957... .” 


In this connection Lutheran World asks 
the summary question, “Can we Christians 
become involved in such a unified world 
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religion? How far can we go in being in- 
clusive, or in how far must we let ourselves 
be marked with the stigma of exclusiveness 
for Christ’s sake? It appears that this is one 
of the most important questions that the 
Assembly of the World Council of Churches 
in New Delhi has thrown at us.” 


Unfortunately, the editors of the Lutheran 
World and others who helped them in their 
compilation on New Delhi (see page 89 of 
that publication) are involved in the in- 
clusivist “world religion” of which they 
speak. For us the answer to the “most im- 
portant” question that they raise is simple. 
It is the answer which St Paul gave in Gala- 
tians 6. Glorying in Christ and His inviolable 
Word, we are willing to be stigmatized as an 
extreme “right” wing and the like even by 
brethren of an extremely wrong wing within 
our own Missouri Synod. 


Lord God, graciously forbid that we 
should ever glory save in the cross of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, by whom the world is 
crucified unto us, and we unto the world, 
and make us always willing to bear the 
stigma that results from confessing Him and 
His Word. 


PLEASE RENEW YOUR SUBSCRIPTION 
to the 
CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 
PROMPTLY 


Order Gift Subscriptions 
for Others 
$2.00 per Year 


1163 S. Euclid Avenue 
Oak Park. Il. 


® Serving the Right Master 
(Matt. 23, 8) 
Pastors, teachers, professors, and church 


officials dare not be “bad theologians who 
are no more than servants of public opinion.” 


— Selected 


@® Meeting of the State of the 
Church Conference 


As announced in our November issue, a 
meeting of the State of the Church Confer- 
ence, on a national scale, was held in the 
Morrison Hotel in Chicago on Nov. 9-10. This 
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meeting was for members of the conference 
only; that is, for such as had already previ- 
ously indicated their full agreement with the 
objectives of the conference, which means 
wholehearted subscription to the doctrinal 
position of the historic Missouri Synod as con- 
fessed in its Brief Statement. These were 
therefore the only ones to receive an an- 
nouncement of, and invitation to, the meet- 
ing. The meeting was not for mere “ob- 
servers,” official or unofficial, nor for others 
who might like Peter want to come merely 
to see what the end of things within the 
Missouri Synod is to be. 

From near and far they came — laymen 
and pastors from California and from the 
east, more than 150 of them. One man 
stated that he had come at an expense of 
$300 to himself which under other circum- 
stances would have been contributed toward 
the budget of the Missouri Synod; there were 
similar expressions by others. All came in 
dead earnest concern for the Church. 

It was announced that the State of the 
Church Conference is in process of being in- 
corporated under the guidance of competent 
legal counsel. 

Among matters discussed at more length 
were numerous Unprinted and ‘‘Unprintable” 
Memorials which, contrary to procedure pre- 
scribed by Missouri’s Constitutional By-Laws, 
were not so much as presented to the con- 
vention. Some of these were withheld entirely; 
in other cases delegates were asked to vote 
on things sight unseen. In no case did the 
conference find that there was ground for 
labeling memorials “unprintable.” “The total 
picture shows a pattern: autocracy is thriving 
within Missouri and continues to grow.” 

It was agreed that members of the con- 
ference find it impossible any longer to direct 
students to Missouri’s St. Louis seminary. 
Measures which take this into account were 
adopted toward providing for the training of 
theological students for a faithful ministry. 

Resolutions adopted also called for ap- 
pointment of a Committee for the Defense 
of the Gospel. One of the purposes of this 
committee will be the counseling and support 
of oppressed pastors and congregations in 
their defense against injustices inflicted on 
them by officials and/or possible factions in 
their midst. The conference at the same 
time declared itself in continuing fellowship 
with orphaned pastors and congregations — 
pastors and congregations already disowned 
by Missouri officials because of the way in 
which they have stood up to false doctrine 
and practice in our midst. A number of these 
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were participants in the meeting. Funds for 
the stated purpose are reported already to 
have begun flowing into the treasury of the 
State of the Church Conference, the head- 
quarters of which are at 4430 St. James St., 
Detroit 10, Mich. 


The next meeting of the State of the 
Church Conference, at which further action 
is contemplated, is to be held at an early date. 


History will show that the State of the 
Church Conference is neither unionistic nor 
separatistic, but committed to full faithful- 
ness to God’s Holy Word (Scripture) in doc- 
trine and in practice. God cannot and will 
not disown this kind of witness-bearing. to 
the everlasting Gospel and the glory of His 
Name, no matter what men may say and 
do about it. 


@ What Our Readers Say 


“Enclosed find my check for $2.00, for 
which please send me extra copies of the 
October number of the Confessional Lutheran. 
You are doing a very good work, and also a 
very necessary work; this is our opinion about 
it. May your work also continue, is our 
prayer.” — Pastor, Minnesota. 


“My encouraging words to you are those 
of John 8,31.” Pastor, Wisconsin. 


“Please send a year’s subscription to the 
following (2) addresses . . . . I enclose 
$10.00. Use the remaining money to inform 


others’.” —- Layman, Kansas. 

“God bless your labors!” — Pastor, 
Iowa East. 

“May our Lord Jesus bless all efforts to 
preserve the truth of God’s Word.” — Mrs. 
L., Texas. 


“The prayers of all truly informed Mis- 
souri Lutherans are behind you and your 
work. God bless you and give you the courage 
and strength to carry on this valiant struggle 
against the powers of darkness. Many of our 
people will just simply refuse to believe that 
our officials would let such a thing as false 
doctrine happen in our church. Pastors, too, 
are being continually brainwashed by an ‘all 
is well! propaganda coming directly from 
official headquarters. With my prayers that 
the truth may prevail I will appreciate it very 
much if you will send a copy of the next 
Confessional Lutheran to the following (8) 
persons .... Also, please enter a one-year 
subscription for the following (2) persons.... 
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_Enclosed is $6.00 to cover the cost.” Mrs. 


X,; Iowa West. 


“Don’t skip one issue, please.” — Pastor, 
Texas. 


“YT will appreciate your sending copies of 
the November 1961 issue of the Confessional 
Lutheran to the following (3) addresses.... 
$1.00 enclosed. I have learned much from 
your objective reporting. Have been looking 
for something on the Crete case.” — Pastor, 
Milwaukee. 


“Enclosed is a twenty dollar check which 
you can use for your promotional work, with 
good wishes to you at this Christmas season 
and God’s blessing on your efforts in con- 
tending for the faith.”” — Layman, Minnesota. 


“This is from the ‘Suspension of Relations’ 
pamphlet by the Norwegian Synod in 1955: 
‘As a matter of fact, the situation is not only 
that we are not only no closer together, but 
that we are actually drifting farther and 
farther apart. What seems to be of even 
greater moment, however, is the fact that 
these issues, all of which involve unionism in 
one form or another, which have been dis- 
cussed in committees in the past and which 
are now assigned to new committees, were 
so vigorously and stoutly defended by the 
spokesmen for the Lutheran Church—Missouri 
Synod at the 1954 Synodical Convention meet- 
ings.’ And Dr. Behnken still defends their 
position. In the Lutheran Witness, Sept. 5, 
1961, p. 20, Fellowship Suspended, he says: 
‘Another regrettable feature is that the step 
(Wisconsin’s break with Missouri) was taken 
though we are in agreement in practically 
every doctrine, especially the basic doctrines 
of Holy Writ’... The Lutheran Witness in 
former years had on its masthead the follow- 
ing quotation from the Book of Concord: ‘It 
is in truth, no easy matter to be separate 
from so many people and to teach a different 
doctrine; but here is God’s command, in- 
structing everyone to beware of joining hands 
with those who teach error.’” — Miss X, 
Washington. 


“May ‘Zion on the Mississippi’ return 
from its drifting down the stream to its 
original mooring, cast anchor in God’s Word, 
and remain steadfast.” — Pastor, near St. 
Louis. 


TO ALL OF OUR READERS 
_ THE MOST BLESSED CHRISTMAS! 


